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PREFACE. 

EDITIONS  of  Berkeley  are  not  so  numerous  as 
to  compel  apologies  for  the  appearance  of  a  new 
issue.  Beyond  this  present  edition,  there  exists  only 
the  magnificent  one  of  Professor  Campbell  Fraser 
(Oxford,  187 1),  which,  however,  leaves  a  considerable 
part  of  the  reading  public  quite  untouched  ;  and  thus 
one  of  the  most  attractive  figures  in  the  history  of 
English  letters  remains  comparatively  unknown  for 
lack  of  easy  means  of  access.  Then,  again,  fear  of  the 
matter  of  Berkeley's  work  has  lost  him  many  readers  ; 
nor  is  confidence  restored  when  he  is  presented  with 
a  vast  apparatus  of  discussions  and  explanations 
portending  dulness.  It  is  right  that  a  full  philoso- 
phical edition  should  exist ;  it  is  not  right  that  such 
an  edition  should  exist  alone.  To  furnish  a  cheap  and 
accurate  text  of  a  writer  whose  subtle  grace  of  ex- 
pression is  quite  equal  to  his  vast  importance  in  the 
history  of  philosophy  is  the  chief  aim  of  the  present 
edition. 

Berkeley  considerably  modified  his  books  in  the 
successive  issues  of  his  lifetime  ;  and  while  every  work 
is  given  in  the  order  of  its  first  appearance,  the  text  is 
that  of  the  final  revision.  However,  after  a  careful 
collation  of  the  original  editions,  any  variation  of  the 
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least  importance  is  given  in  the  notes.  No  attempt 
has  been  made  to  supply  commentary  or  discussion  ; 
but,  instead,  an  appendix  to  the  third  volume  will  give 
references  to  every  criticism  of  any  value. 

An  editor  of  Berkeley  is  but  a  poor  gleaner  in  the 
field  where  Professor  Fraser  has  so  vigorously  wrought ; 
and  to  him,  both  for  aid  from  his  published  work  and 
for  much  private  help  generously  given,  the  editor 
desires  to  offer  his  sincere  acknowledgments  and 
thanks. 

The  introductory  essay  by  Mr.  Balfour  has  been 
reprinted  with  the  author's  permission,  and  after  some 
slight  revision  for  the  present  purpose,  from  a  volume 
of  his  Essays  and  Addresses. 

The  portrait  which  forms  the  frontispiece  to  this 
volume  has  been  reproduced  by  Messrs.  Walker  and 
Boutall  from  the  picture  in  the  National  Portrait 
Gallery,  painted  by  John  Smibert  in  1728. 
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BIOGRAPHICAL     INTRODUCTION. 

I. 

BERKELEY'S  chief  title  to  fame  must  always 
rest  on  his  philosophy.  It  is  as  a  descendant  in 
the  true  line  of  succession  from  Locke  to  the  modern 
schools  of  thought,  which  are  either  a  development  of 
Locke's  principles  or  a  reaction  against  that  develop- 
ment, that  he  is,  and  that  he  deserves  to  be,  chiefly 
remembered.  Yet  his  life  and  character  had  for  his 
contemporaries,  and  may  have  for  us,  an  interest  quite 
apart  from  the  details  of  metaphysical  discussion. 
We  may  look  at  him,  as  they  looked  at  him,  not  prin- 
cipally as  the  successor  of  Locke  and  the  predecessor 
of  Hume,  as  the  almost  impersonal  author  of  a  subtle 
philosophical  theory,  but  as  the  worthy  associate  of 
the  men  who  rendered  the  first  fifty  years  of  the 
eighteenth  century  illustrious  in  English  literature,  as 
an  Irish  patriot,  as  an  American  philanthropist,  as  a 
religious  controversialist,  as  a  man  of  delightful  char- 
acter and  converse,  simple,  devoted,  and  unworldly. 
Though  it  be  true,  therefore,  that — philosophy  apart — 
Berkeley  effected  little ;  though  he  did  not  write  enough 
to  rank  in  the  first  class  among  men  of  letters,  nor 
perform  enough  to  be  counted  a  successful  man  of 
action  ;  though  he  was  neither  a  great  social  power, 
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nor  a  great  missionary,  nor  a  great  ecclesiastic,  it  is  also 
true  that  scarce  any  man  of  his  generation  touched  con- 
temporary life  at  so  many  points.  In  reading  his  not 
very  voluminous  works  we  find  ourselves  not  only  in 
the  thick  of  every  great  controversy — theological, 
mathematical,  and  philosophical  —  which  raged  in 
England  during  the  first  half  of  the  eighteenth  century, 
but  we  get  glimpses  of  life  in  the  most  diverse  condi- 
tions :  in  the  seclusion  of  Trinity  College,  Dublin,  in 
the  best  literary  and  fashionable  society  in  London, 
among  the  prosperous  colonists  of  Rhode  Island, 
among  the  very  far  from  prosperous  peasants  and 
squireens  of  Cork.  And  all  this  in  the  company  of  a 
man  endowed  with  the  subtlest  of  intellects,  lit  up  with 
a  humour  the  most  delicate  and  urbane. 

It  is  not  creditable  to  the  piety  with  which  we 
cherish  the  memory  of  our  literary  ancestors,  that  no 
serious  effort  should  have  been  made  till  120  years 
after  Berkeley's  death  to  collect  his  scattered  writings, 
and  to  place  on  record  all  that  can  be  discovered  of 
his  life.  But  we  may  perhaps  console  ourselves  for 
the  fact  that  some  valuable  material  has  thus  been 
lost  beyond  recall,  by  reflecting  that  the  work,  though 
begun  too  late,  has  at  last  been  admirably  carried  out. 
Professor  Fraser,  in  his  recent  edition  of  Berkeley's 
collected  works,1  has  not  only  provided  the  philosophic 
student  with  all  the  assistance  he  can  possibly  require, 
but  (which  is  more  to  my  present  purpose)  has 
enriched  it  with  a  most  excellent  life  of  his  author. 
Our  obligations  to  him,  however,  do  not  end  there. 
Since  the  publication  of  the  life  and  letters,  some  new 

1  "Works  of  George  Berkeley,"  &c,  ed.  Professor  Fraser. 
Clarendon  Press  (1871).     "Life  and  Letters,"  ditto. 
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biographical  details  of  much  interest  have  come  to 
light.  Professor  Fraser  has  taken  the  opportunity, 
afforded  him  by  the  issue  of  the  series  of  "  Philosophic 
Classics,"1  to  insert  them  in  the  volume  devoted  to 
Berkeley,  and  has  thereby  earned  a  new  title  to  the 
gratitude  of  Berkeley's  admirers.  In  this  little  work 
Professor  Fraser  has,  with  remarkable  skill,  woven 
into  an  organic  whole  much  of  the  material  he  formerly 
divided  (in  the  complete  edition)  between  the  works 
and  the  life :  so  that  the  reader  may  now  obtain  an 
adequate  account  of  the  opinions  of  the  philosopher, 
illustrated  by  the  circumstances  under  which  those 
opinions  were  formed  and  given  to  the  world.  This  is, 
without  doubt,  the  proper  way  to  obtain  a  true  view  of 
the  life  and  writings  of  any  author,  and  not  least  of 
Berkeley.  But  it  unfortunately  presupposes  a  wider 
knowledge  of  philosophical  subjects  than  most  readers 
possess  or  care  to  acquire :  and  I  may,  therefore,  be 
doing  a  service  if,  by  a  free  use  of  the  materials  which 
Professor  Fraser  has  supplied,  I  can  succeed,  without 
lapsing  into  metaphysics,  in  giving  an  interesting 
portrait  of  one  of  the  most  interesting  figures  in  our 
literary  history. 

For  few  purposes  but  those  of  the  almanack-maker 
does  the  period  we  call  the  "  eighteenth  century " 
begin  with  the  year  1701.  The  precise  limits  of  it 
can,  indeed,  be  hardly  determined  ;  and  the  terms 
which  we  fix  for  it  must  not  only  be  to  some  extent 
arbitrary,  but  must  vary  according  to  the  point  of  view 
from  which  we  happen  to  be  considering  it.  Yet,  we 
may  say  roughly,  that  for  the  purposes  respectively  of 

1  "Berkeley"  (Blackwood's  Philosophic  Classics),  by  Professor 
Fraser  (1881). 
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science,  philosophy,  and  theology,  it  began  (in  England 
at  least)  with  Newton's  "Principia,"  published  in  1687; 
Locke's  "Essay,"  published  in  1690;  and  (let  not  the 
reader  be  shocked  at  the  descent)  Toland's  deistical 
work,  "Christianity  not  Mysterious,"  published  in  1696. 
Trinity  College,  Dublin,  then  just  beginning  to  recover 
from  the  civil  wars  which  in  Ireland  accompanied  the 
Revolution,  was  profoundly  affected  by  all  three  works, 
With  a  readiness  to  accept  new  doctrine  which  has 
not  always  been  shown  by  academic  societies,  the 
"  Principia  "  and  the  "  Essay  "  became  at  once  part  of 
the  studies  of  the  place,  and  though  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  ponderous  "  Logics  "  of  Burgersdicius  and 
Smiglecius,  on  which  it  is  alleged  that  Swift's  university 
career  so  nearly  made  shipwreck  a  few  years  before,1 
were  discarded  from  the  "curriculum,"  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  whole  current  of  opinion  ran  violently 
against  scholastic  methods,  and  in  favour  of  Newton's 
physics  and  Locke's  philosophy.  As  for  Toland,  the 
effect  of  his  work  in  Dublin  was  more  violent  and,  for 
our  present  purpose.nearly  as  important.  "Christianity 
not  Mysterious  "  was  burnt  by  the  common  hangman, 
censured  by  the  Irish  Parliament, denounced  from  every 
pulpit  in  the  city,  whilst  its  author,  much  delighted  at 
the  turmoil  he  had  raised,  found  it  expedient  to  leave 
the  country.  "  A  sermon  against  his  errors  was  as 
much  expected,"  says  Mr.  Hunt,2  "as  if  it  had  been 
prescribed  in  the  rubric  :  and  an  Irish  peer  gave  it 
as  a  reason  why  he  had  ceased  to  attend  church, 
that  once  he  heard  something  there  about  his  Saviour, 

1  Berkeley  was  born  at  Killenn  (co.  Kilkenny),  on  the  12th  of 
March,  1685.     Swift  took  his  degree  in  that  year. 
*  "  Religious  Thought  in  England,"  vol.  ii.  p.  244. 
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Jesus  Christ,  but  now  all  the  discourse  was  about  one 
John  Toland."  This  took  place  in  1697.  In  1700, 
Berkeley,  at  the  age  of  fifteen,  matriculated  at  Trinity 
College. 

At  the  most  receptive  period  of  his  precocious  youth 
he  thus  found  himself  plunged  in  the  middle  stream  of 
eighteenth  century  thought,  already  running  with  a 
full  tide  though  still  so  near  its  source.  For  more  than 
thirty  years  the  character  of  his  speculative  writings 
turned  on  questions  in  debate  during  the  period  in 
which  he  began  his  first  residence  at  Trinity  College. 
His  philosophical  batteries  are  always  directed  so  as 
to  present  a  threefold  opposition  to  the  metaphysics  of 
Locke,  certain  mathematico- physical  assumptions 
which  he  ascribed  to  Newton,  and  the  theological 
inferences  of  the  Deists  and  Free-thinkers.  But  it 
must  never  be  forgotten  that,  in  his  opposition  to  the 
new  ideas,  he  did  not  represent  the  age  that  was  going 
out,  but  (though  in  a  peculiar  manner)  the  age  that  was 
coming  in.  He  was  not  engaged  in  the  last  desperate 
stand  made  along  the  old  lines,  with  the  old  argu- 
mentative weapons,  against  invading  innovations.  In 
so  far  as  he  opposed  the  new  conclusions,  it  was  in  the 
spirit  of  the  new  premises.  If  he  attacked  Locke,  it 
was  not  as  a  disciple  of  the  schoolmen.  If  he  criticised 
Newton,  it  was  not  as  a  disciple  of  Descartes.  And, 
though  his  orthodoxy  was  beyond  suspicion,  we  may 
look  through  his  theological  writings  in  vain  for  that 
learned  discussion  of  dogmatic  subtleties  which  was 
dear  to  the  seventeenth  century,  of  which  his  own 
contemporaries  produced  more  than  one  admirable  ex- 
ample, but  which  was  on  the  whole  alien  to  the  taste 
of  the  eighteenth  century,  whether  believing  or  scepti- 
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cal,  whether  lay  or  clerical.  It  would  be  a  more 
natural,  but  not  a  less  important  error,  to  suppose  that 
Berkeley's  habits  of  thought 1  anticipated  something 
of  the  spirit  of  the  nineteenth  century.  He  is,  as  every 
one  knows,  an  "  idealist "  :  and  it  might  be  concluded 
that  his  speculations  had  something  of  the  imaginative 
vagueness  which  characterised  the  idealistic  reaction 
against  the  shallow  rationalism  of  the  pre-revolutionary 
period.  But  it  is  not  so.  Berkeley  emphatically 
belonged  to  his  age.  The  same  impatience  of  authority 
in  matters  of  speculation,  the  same  passion  for  clear- 
ness and  simplicity,  the  same  dislike  of  what  was 
either  pedantic  on  the  one  side  or  rhetorical  on  the 
other,  the  same  desire  to  clothe  his  thoughts  in  an 
agreeable  literary  dress,  is  found  in  him  as  in  any 
French  philosopher  who  undertook  to  acquaint  admir- 
ing salons  with  the  latest  fashion  in  infidelity.  His 
creed,  indeed,  was  a  very  different  one  from  theirs, 
but  he  belonged  to  the  same  century,  intellectually  as 
well  as  chronologically. 

On  these  and  on  other  points  connected  with  the 
development  of  Berkeley's  modes  of  thought,  we  have 
most  interesting  evidence  in  his"  Commonplace  Book,"2 
a  collection  of  miscellaneous  notes  and  memoranda 
connected  with  his  philosophical  studies,  jotted  down, 
apparently,  between  the  years  1705 -1707,  i.e.,  when 
Berkeley  was  little  more  than  twenty.  That  a  collec- 
tion of  this  kind,  never  intended  to  meet  any  eyes  but 
those  of  its  author,  should  contain  much  that  is  crude 
and  even  absurd,  that  there  should  be  frequent  repeti- 

1  From  all  these  remarks  I  exclude  the  "  Siris,"  the  work  of 
his  last  years,  of  which  I  shall  have  to  speak  later. 
*  First  published  by  Professor  Fraser  in  1871. 
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tion  and  no  method,  is,  of  course,  inevitable.  A 
soliloquy  from  which  these  characteristics  are  absent 
is  most  surely  intended  to  be  overheard.  To  my 
taste,  therefore,  these  defects,  if  defects  they  be,  only 
add  to  the  vividness,  and,  therefore,  to  the  interest,  of 
the  fragment  of  intellectual  autobiography  so  for- 
tunately preserved.  We  have  here,  in  casual  and 
detached  utterances,  almost  the  whole  substance  of 
the  philosophy  which,  in  a  form  exquisitely  polished 
and  developed,  Berkeley  afterwards  gave  to  the  world. 
But  we  have  much  more  than  this.  We  are  allowed 
to  watch  all  the  emotions  which,  in  the  mind  of  its 
author,  accompanied  the  birth  of  the  new  Idea. '  His 
hopes,  his  fears,  his  good  resolutions,  his  confidence  in 
the  value  of  his  discovery,  his  misgivings  as  to  its 
reception,  are  put  before  us  in  the  liveliest  way  in  notes 
of  almost  ejaculatory  brevity,  or  fragments  of  dialogue 
with  imaginary  opponents. 

"  I  wonder  not,"  he  tells  us,2  "at  my  sagacity  in  dis- 
covering the  obvious  tho'  amazing  truth ;  I  rather 
wonder  at  my  stupid  inadvertency  in  not  finding  it 
out  before — 'tis  no  witchcraft  to  see." 

And  again — 

"Mem. — That  I  was  distrustful  at  eight  years  old, and 
consequently  by  nature  disposed  to  these  new  doctrines.3 

"All  things  in  the  Scripture  which  side  with  the 
vulgar  against  the  learned,  side  with  me  also.  I  side 
in  all  things  with  the  mob.  I  know  there  is  a  mighty 
sect  of  men  will  oppose  me,  but  yet  I  may  expect  to 
be  supported  by  those  whose  minds  are  not  overgrown 
with  madness.4 

1  I.e.,  The  non-existence  of  independent  matter. 

8  "  Life  and  Letters,"  p.  489.      3  Ibid.  p.  488.      4  Ibid  p.  420. 

L  b 
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"  Mem. — To  be  eternally  banishing  Metaphysics, 
etc.,  and  recalling  men  to  common  sense. l 

"  My  end  is  not  to  deliver  Metaphysics  in  a  general 
scholastic  way,  but  in  some  way  to  accommodate  them 
to  the  sciences,  etc. 2 

"  I  abstain  from  all  flourish  and  powers  of  words 
and  figures,  using  a  great  plainness  and  simplicity  of 
simile,  having  oft  found  it  difficult  to  understand  those 
that  use  the  lofty  and  Platonic  or  subtil  and  scholastic 
strain." 3 

These  are  some  of  the  notes  which  might  be  quoted 
as  being  pertinent  to  the  foregoing  account  of  Berke- 
ley's frame  of  mind  while  at  Trinity  College.  Let  me 
add  to  them  a  maxim  which,  fortunately  for  the 
world,  Berkeley  only  very  imperfectly  observed,  viz.: 

"  N.B. — To  rein  in  ye  satyrical  nature." 4 
And  another  for  which  it  is  strange  he  should  even 
have  thought  he  had  any  occasion  : 

"  N.B. — To  use  utmost  caution  not  to  give  least 
offence  to  the  Church  or  Churchmen."  6 

Possibly,  when  he  penned  the  last  of  these  admoni- 
tions to  himself,  he  was  thinking  of  the  wearisome 
controversy  which  arose  out  of  the  offence  given  to 
the  too  sensitive  orthodoxy  of  Bishop  Stillingfleet  by 
Locke's  doctrine  of  substance. 

However  this  may  be,  Berkeley  had  no  hesitation  in 
openly  ranging  himself  with  "the  Church  and  Church- 
men ; "  for  within  a  very  short  time  of  his  penning 
the  words,  namely,  in  1709,  he  took  orders,  and  in  the 
same  year,  at  the  age  of  twenty-four,  he  gave  to  the 

1  "  Life  and  Letters,"  p.  445.      *  Ibid.  p.  482. 
3  Ibid.  p.  492.  *  Ibid.  p.  433. 

■  Ibid.  p.  451. 
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world  his  first  philosophical  book — the  "  New  Theory 
of  Vision."  This  dealt  with  but  a  small  number  of  the 
problems  on  which,  as  the  "  Commonplace  Book " 
shows,  he  had  for  some  time  arrived  at  novel  and 
interesting  conclusions  ;  but  it  was  rapidly  followed 
by  the  "Principles  of  Human  Knowledge"  (1710), 
which  contain  what  we  are  in  the  habit  of  calling  the 
"Berkeleian  Philosophy,"  in  a  tolerably  complete  form; 
while  in  the  next  two  years  were  written  the  dialogues 
between  Hy  las  and  Philonous,  which  presented  his  early 
speculations  in  their  final  and  most  elaborate  shape. 

Before  he  was  twenty-eight,  therefore,  Berkeley  had 
finished  the  work  on  which  his  position  in  the  history 
of  philosophy  chiefly  depends.  His  life  was  not  half 
run  out,  and  the  part  which  still  remained  to  him  was 
not  only  far  more  full  of  incident  and  interest  than 
the  few  quiet  years  spent  in  excogitating  his  new 
"  Principle "  in  the  studious  retirement  of  Trinity 
College,  but  must  have  seemed  to  his  contemporaries 
far  more  reasonably  employed.  We,  on  the  other 
hand,  shall,  perhaps,  be  rather  inclined  to  wonder  that 
a  man  who  had  done  so  much  before  he  was  thirty, 
had  not  done  much  more  by  the  time  he  was  sixty. 
The  precocity  of  his  genius  and  its  comparative 
barrenness  may  seem  to  us  almost  equal  matters  of 
surprise.  The  strangeness  of  both,  however,  diminishes 
on  reflection.  Philosophy  is  nearly  as  likely  to  be 
done  well  in  early  as  in  later  life.  It  needs  neither 
profound  knowledge  of  human  nature,  nor  that  super- 
ficial acquaintance  with  the  ways  of  mankind  which 
goes  by  the  name  of  "  knowledge  of  the  world."  It  is 
wholly  independent  of  experience,  and  nearly  in- 
dependent even  of  book  learning.    It  scarcely  requires, 
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therefore,  for  its  successful  cultivation  any  of  the 
accomplishments,  for  the  full  development  of  which 
Time  is  a  necessary  condition.  What  it  demands  from 
its  successful  votaries  is  the  instinct  which  tells  them 
where,  along  the  line  of  contemporary  speculation, 
that  point  is  to  be  found  from  which  the  next  advance 
may  best  be  made,  and  that  speculative  faculty  which  is 
as  much  a  natural  gift  as  an  aptitude  for  mathematics 
or  a  genius  for  poetry.  Should  they  lack  the  first  of 
these  requisites,  they  will  be  left,  whatever  their  ability, 
like  Berkeley's  contemporaries,  Clarke  and  Malebranch, 
out  of  the  main  current  of  thought  in  a  kind  of  philo- 
sophical back-water  ;  should  they  lack  the  second, 
they  have  made  a  mistake  as  to  their  true  calling, 
which  neither  industry  nor  learning  will  do  anything 
to  remedy.  Berkeley  possessed  both  gifts.  We  need 
not  wonder,  therefore,  that  like  many  other  philoso- 
phers— like  Hume,  Fichte,  Schelling,  and  Schopen- 
hauer— he  produced  valuable  original  work  at  an  early 
age.  That  he  produced  so  little  in  his  maturer  years 
is  doubtless  due  in  part  to  temperament,  and  to  the 
distractions  of  an  unsettled  and  wandering  life,  but  it 
must  also  be  largely  attributed  to  the  almost  total 
absence  of  intelligent  criticism,  either  from  friends  or 
foes,  under  which  Berkeley  suffered  throughout  the 
whole  period  during  which  such  criticism  might  have 
roused  him  to  make  some  serious  effort  to  develop  or 
to  defend  the  work  of  his  youth.  Professor  Fraser  has 
given  us,  from  unpublished  sources,  an  account  of  one 
ineffectual  effort  which  Berkeley  made  to  get  his  views 
discussed  by  a  competent  critic.  In  171 1  his  friend 
Sir  John  Percival,  to  whom  Berkeley  had  applied  for 
information  as  to  the  reception  of  the  "Principles," 
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reported  that  the  book  had  fallen  into  Dr.  Clarke's 
hands.  Clarke,  it  appears,  read  it,  disagreed  with  it, 
but  refused  to  give  his  reasons  ;  and  was,  moreover, 
alleged  to  have  expressed  an  opinion  that  Berkeley's 
labours  were  "of  little  use  on  account  of  their  abstruse- 
ness."  Poor  Berkeley,  who  flattered  himself  that  his 
treatise  did  away  with  the  "  chief  causes  of  error  and 
difficulty  in  the  sciences,"  and  destroyed  the  "grounds 
of  scepticism,  atheism,  and  irreligion,"  was  naturally 
distressed  at  a  criticism  which,  it  must  be  confessed, 
came  with  rather  an  ill  grace  from  the  author  of  the 
metaphysical  "  Demonstration  of  the  Being  and  At- 
tributes of  God."  The  rest  of  the  world  has  so  long 
and  so  unanimously  said  of  philosophers  that  their 
labours  are  "  useless  to  mankind  on  account  of  their 
abstruseness,"  that  philosophers  should  in  common 
decency  refrain  from  saying  it  of  each  other. 

Berkeley,  however,  was  now  to  be  in  a  position  to 
judge  for  himself,  and  at  first  hand,  what  the  world 
thought  of  his  system.  Early  in  January,  17 13,  he 
gave  up  his  academic  life  in  Dublin,  and,  with  the 
manuscript  of  his  unpublished  "Dialogues"  in  his 
pocket,  started  for  London.  He  was  there  only  seven 
months.  He  had  the  assistance  neither  of  wealth  nor 
of  family  connection,  and  did  not  even  carry  with  him, 
so  far  as  we  know,  any  powerful  recommendations 
from  his  native  country  ;  for  the  reputation  of  having 
written  a  book  which  those  who  had  read  it  thought 
useless,  and  those  who  had  not,  thought  mad,  can 
hardly   be   so   esteemed.1     Yet  we  find   him   almost 

1  It  is  true,  however,  that  Berkeley  alleges  that  Steele  was 
interested  in  his  account  of  the  "  Principles  of  Human  Know- 
ledge," and  that  Arbuthnot  was  a  convert  to  the  "  Dialogues." 
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immediately  received  into  the  intimate  society  of 
Whig  men  of  letters,  like  Steele  and  Addison,  and 
of  Tory  men  of  letters,  like  Swift  and  Arbuthnot. 
He  was  engaged  to  write  in  the  "  Guardian."  Pope 
presented  him  with  a  copy  of  a  "  very  ingenious  new 
poem,"  "  Windsor  Forest."  He  went  to  Court,  he  was 
introduced  to  ministers  and  statesmen,  and  finally 
obtained  an  appointment  as  chaplain  to  a  special 
embassy  of  Lord  Peterborough. 

The  foundation  of  this  rapid  success  was  doubtless 
due  to  Berkeley's  extraordinary  charm  of  manner. 
The  effect  of  this  on  all  who  met  him  seems  to  have 
been  instantaneous  and  lasting.  The  words  in  which 
Atterbury  recorded  his  first  impression  of  him  are 
almost  as  well  known  as  the  line  in  which  Pope 
attributes  to  him  "  every  virtue  under  heaven."  Less 
well  known,  but  equally  characteristic,  is  the  anecdote 
which  records  that  he  had  to  escape  by  stratagem 
from  the  hospitality  of  Wilton,  so  unwilling  was  Lord 
Pembroke  to  be  deprived  of  the  pleasures  of  his 
society.  But  it  may  be  doubted  whether  any  charm 
of  character  or  manner  would,  under  ordinary  cir- 
cumstances, have  so  soon  produced  its  natural  fruits, 
even  though  its  possessor  had  enjoyed  in  addition  the 
reputation  of  having  written  a  book  which  nobody 
could  understand.  The  explanation  is  rather  to  be 
sought  in  the  fact  that  while  his  nationality  gained 
Berkeley  an  introduction  through  his  countrymen, 
Steele  and  Swift,  into  the  best  literary  society  of 
the  day,  the  best  literary  society  had,  in  relation  to 
the  best  society  of  other  kinds,  a  position  in  Queen 
Anne's  time  which  it  has  never  exactly  occupied 
either  before  or  since.    Lord  Macaulay  would  have  us 
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believe1  that  this  was  due  to  the  fact  that  after  the 
Revolution  statesmen   felt  the  growing   necessity  of 
appealing    to   public  opinion    outside    the   walls   of 
Parliament,  and,  at  a  time  when  debates  were  con- 
ducted with  closed  doors,  could  only  do  so  by  means 
of  the  press :  so  that,  as  a  natural  consequence,  men 
of  letters  ceased  to  be  merely  the  objects  of  their 
patronage,  and  became  their  allies  and  their  associates. 
That  this  explanation   partly  accounts  for  the  facts 
I    am   far  from  denying,  but   that   it   does   so  only 
in    part   is   clear    from   the   circumstance    that    the 
alleged    cause   existed   long   after   the   alleged   con- 
sequence had  disappeared.     In  the  time  of  Walpole, 
who  valued   this   kind   of  assistance  so  highly  that 
he   is   said   to  have  spent   ^50,000  in   ten  years  to 
secure  it,  there  was  no  privileged  literary  circle   of 
any   consequence,   and   no  men   of   letters   received 
high  political  appointments.     Moreover,  while  in  the 
preceding  period  a  writer  so  useful  to  ministers,  as, 
for  example,   Defoe,   was   paid    for   his   services   in 
hard  cash,  and  not  either  in  posts  of  distinction  or  in 
social  consideration,  it  would  be  hard,  I  think,  to  show 
that  there  was  more  than  a  very  general  connection 
between  the  political  writings  and  the  politico-social 
successes   of  such  men  as   Prior,  Addison,  or   even 
Swift.     Prior  began  the  diplomatic  career,  in  which  he 
finally   became  ambassador  and   plenipotentiary,   in 
1690 ;  but  I  am  not  aware  that  he  contributed  any- 
thing but  verses  to  party  controversy,  except  some 
numbers   of    the   "Examiner"   in    1710.     Addison's 
political  writings  are  a  mere  fraction  of  his  works ; 
and  if  the  places  and  pensions  which  he  at  various 
1  "  Essay  on  Addison." 
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times  obtained  are  to  be  considered  as  a  payment  for 
them,  it  must  at  all  events  be  admitted  that  they  were 
a  payment  conducted  on  very  strange  principles.  He 
had  received  a  pension  and  had  been  made  under- 
secretary before  writing  anything  political  at  all.  A 
single  pamphlet  in  defence  of  the  war  was  followed  by 
his  appointment  to  the  Irish  Chief  Secretaryship. 
From  the  time  the  Whigs  went  out  in  1710,  till  they 
came  in  again  on  the  death  of  the  Queen,  he  wrote,  I 
believe,  but  one  political  pamphlet  besides  the  Whig 
"  Examiner  ; "  and  the  Whig  "  Examiner  "  he  dis- 
continued just  when  the  Tory  "  Examiner,"  in  Swift's 
hands,  became  most  formidable.  There  never  was  a 
time  when  his  party  was  more  in  need  of  a  powerful 
pen  than  during  this  season  of  their  adversity ;  but 
Addison  devoted  almost  all  his  energies  during  it  to 
purely  literary  work,  and  did  his  best  to  dissuade  Steele 
from  taking  a  different  course.  Yet  so  far  were  his 
friends  from  thinking  that  they  had  reason  to  complain 
of  his  remissness,  that  on  their  return  to  office,  they 
immediately  re-appointed  him  to  the  Irish  Chief 
Secretaryship.  The  services  which  Swift's  pen  did  to 
his  party,  it  would,  indeed,  be  difficult  to  overrate. 
But  no  one  can  doubt  that,  from  whatever  motives  the 
Tory  Ministers  began  to  receive  him  into  a  flattering 
intimacy,  they  continued  to  do  so  not  because  they 
wanted  to  buy  him  as  a  writer,  but  because  they 
valued  him  as  an  adviser,  and  loved  him  as  a  friend. 

The  main  cause,  therefore,  of  the  unique  position  of 
men  of  letters  in  the  first  quarter  of  the  last  century, 
is  to  be  found,  I  believe,  not  in  any  law  of  social 
evolution, butin  a  mere  coincidence — in  thecoincidence, 
namely,  of  two  men,  both  in  the  very  first  rank  of 
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literary  ability,  both  entirely  devoid  of  literary  jealousy, 
both  zealous  and  disinterested  friends  to  their  literary 
brethren,  both  combining  great  independence  with  the 
rarest  social  gifts,  and  both  ready  to  do  political  as 
well  as  literary  work — in  the  coincidence  (I  say)  of 
two  such  men  existing  together  at  a  time  when  the 
leaders  of  both  political  parties  were  eminently  quali- 
fied to  appreciate  their  excellences.  When  we  speak 
of  the  men  of  letters  in  the  age  of  Queen  Anne,  we 
are  usually  thinking  principally  of  Addison  and  "  his 
little  senate,"  of  Swift  and  the  Scriblerus  Club ;  the 
rest  were  "  Grub  Street,"  and  suffered  neither  a  better 
nor  a  worse  fate  under  Queen  Anne  than  under  the 
first  Georges.  My  contention  is  that  the  explanation 
of  the  unexampled  influence  of  the  former  is  to  be 
found,  not  in  the  mere  fact  that  the  statesmen  of  that 
day  desired  to  secure  the  services  of  writers  capable  of 
producing  "  The  Freeholder  "  or  "  The  Conduct  of  the 
Allies,"  but  in  the  fact  that  men  like  Addison  and 
Swift  were  contemporaries  of  men  like  Somers  and 
Halifax,  Oxford  and  Bolingbroke. 

However  this  may  be,  and  I  have  perhaps  paused 
too  long  over  a  question  which  is  but  indirectly  con- 
nected with  my  subject,  there  is  no  doubt  that  Berkeley 
greatly  profited  by  the  state  of  things  he  found  exist- 
ing in  London.  Neither  then,  nor  at  any  other  time, 
did  he  mix  himself  up  in  party  controversy.  In 
ecclesiastical  matters  he  was  apparently  a  moderate 
High  Churchman,  in  politics  a  moderate  Tory.  But 
at  a  time  when  both  ecclesiastical  and  political  party 
feeling  ran  very  high,  his  interests  seem  always  to  have 
centred  in  other,  broader,  and  perhaps  less  practical 
issues  ;  and  he  therefore  associated  on  perfectly  easy 


XXIV  BIOGRAPHICAL   INTRODUCTION. 

terms  with  men  whose  difference  of  opinion  debarred 
them  from  associating  on  perfectly  easy  terms  with 
each  other.     If  this  circumstance  prevented  him  being 
an  actor  in  the  stormy  politics  of  the  period,  it  enabled 
him  to  be  an  impartial  spectator  of  more  than  one 
scene  interesting  in  our  literary  history.     At  Easter, 
1713,  Addison's  tragedy  of  "Cato"  was  acted  for  the 
first   time.      Most    people    know    Macaulay's    lively 
account  of  this  celebrated  "  first  night,"  though  com- 
paratively few  know  anything  else  about  what  was, 
according  to  Voltaire,  the  first  "  regular"  tragedy  that 
had  ever  been  brought  on  the  English  stage.     The 
success  of  the  play,  so  far  as  success  may  be  measured 
by  applause,  was  certain  from  the  first.     For  in  the 
then  condition  of  politics,  everybody  was  determined 
to  find  in  it  a  political  intention  ;  and  as  neither  party 
would  permit  the  other  to  appropriate  to  itself  the  fine 
sentiments  with  which  its  speeches  abounded,  Whig 
and  Tory  clapped  against  one  another  in  noisy  but 
undiscriminating  emulation.     Pope  tells  us  how  the 
author  "sweated  behind  the  scenes  with  concern  to 
find  the  applause  proceeded  more  from  the  hand  than 
the  head  ; "  and  Berkeley  writes  that  he  "  was  present 
with  Mr.  Addison  and  a  few  more  friends  in  a  side 
box,  where  we  had  a  table  and  two  or  three  flasks  of 
Burgundy  and    Champagne,  with  which    the  author 
(who  is  a  very  sober   man)  thought  it  necessary  to 
support  his  spirits.  .  .  .  Lord  Harley,  who  sat  in  the 
box  next  us,  was  observed  to  clap  as  loud  as  any  in 
the  house  all  the  time  of  the  play." '     The  picture  is 

'Bishop  Hurd  amusingly  remarks,  in  his  note  to  "Cato": 
"  While  the  present  humour  of  idolising  Shakespeare  continues, 
no  quarter  will  be  given  to  this  poem." 
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amusing,  and  the  testimony  to  Addison's  habitual 
sobriety  is  interesting  on  account  of  the  accusation  of 
intemperance  which  has  been  brought  against  him. 

From  another  letter  which  Professor  Fraser  has 
brought  to  light,  and  which  I  cannot  resist  quoting, 
we  learn  that  in  March  Berkeley  breakfasted  with 
Addison  and  Swift  at  the  lodgings  of  the  latter.  This 
incident  (which  is  not  mentioned,  I  believe,  in  the 
Journal  to  Stella)  is  interesting,  as  throwing  light  on 
the  relations  of  two  eminent  men,  whose  friendship 
was  sometimes  sorely  strained,  but  never  quite  broken, 
by  political  differences. 

"  I  breakfasted,"  says  Berkeley,  "  with  him  [i.e.  with 
Addison]  at  Dr.  Swift's  lodgings  in  Bury  Street.  His 
coming  when  I  was  there,  and  the  good  temper  which 
he  showed,  I  construed  as  a  sign  of  the  approaching 
coalition  of  parties.  Dr.  Swift  is  admired  by  both 
Steele  and  Addison,  and  I  think  him  one  of  the  best- 
natured  and  most  agreeable  men  in  the  world." 

The  prophecy  suggested  in  this  extract  had  more  of 
charity  in  it  than  of  foresight.  Not  many  months  had 
passed  before  "  the  best-natured  man  in  the  world " 
was  gibbeting  Steele  in  "  The  Importance  of  the 
'  Guardian '  considered."  In  little  more  than  a  year 
Swift  was  an  exile  in  his  native  land,  and  the  Tory 
chiefs  were  either  imprisoned  or  were  flying  for  their 
lives. 

Before  this  wreck  of  all  his  hopes  Swift  was  able  to 
do  for  Berkeley  one  of  the  many  kindnesses  which,  in 
the  days  of  his  power,  he  conferred  on  his  literary 
brethren.  He  got  him  appointed  chaplain  to  the 
special  embassy  of  which  the  celebrated  Lord  Peter- 
borough was  the  head.     The  service  he  thus  did  his 
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friend  was  greater  than  may  at  first  appear.  In  the 
last  century,  travelling  meant  something  more  than 
hurrying  through  picture  galleries,  staring  at  churches, 
and  seeing  a  little  of  everything  in  foreign  countries 
except  their  inhabitants.  But  while  its  advantages 
were  greater,  so  also  was  its  cost.  A  man,  without 
introductions  or  powerful  connections,  could  not  enjoy 
its  full  benefits  ;  and  a  man  without  money,  or  the 
assistance  of  those  who  had  money,  could  scarcely 
hope  to  enjoy  them  at  all.  Under  these  circumstances, 
there  were  two  methods  by  which  a  poor  man  might 
obtain  direct  knowledge  of  foreign  society  or  foreign 
art.  He  might  become  companion,  probably  tutor,  to 
some  richer  person,  or  he  might  obtain  an  appoint- 
ment on  some  embassy.  Addison,  Gray,  Adam 
Smith,  are  examples  of  the  first  method ;  Locke  and 
Hume  of  the  second.  Berkeley  enjoyed  both.  In 
17 13-14,  as  chaplain  to  Lord  Peterborough's  mission, 
from  1716-20,  as  tutor  to  the  son  of  Ashe,  Bishop  of 
Clogher,  he  travelled  on  the  Continent  under  favour- 
able circumstances,  visiting  France,  Italy,  and  Sicily. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  pause  over  his  wanderings. 
Of  part  of  them  we  have  a  very  full  record  in  a  journal 
which  has  been  preserved,  and  which  Professor  Fraser 
has,  for  the  first  time,  rendered  accessible.  From  this 
it  is  easy  to  discern  the  spirit  in  which  he  wandered 
through  Italy  and  Sicily,  lingering  with  delight  in 
what  he  describes,  in  an  admirable  letter  to  Pope,  as 
the  "  romantic  "  scenery  of  Ischia,  or  penetrating  into 
the  little-known  recesses  of  Calabria.  He  does  not 
indulge  largely  in  historical  or  political  reflections,  nor 
are  his  pages  loaded  with  classical  reminiscences, 
though   these  are  not   wanting  ;    but   he   notes   the 
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external  aspect  of  the  country  and  its  inhabitants,  tne 
character  of  the  agriculture,  of  the  scenery,  and,  even 
more  particularly,  of  the  architecture.  He  is,  besides, 
a  keen  scientific  investigator.  He  sent  home  to 
Arbuthnot,  and  Arbuthnot  communicated  to  the 
Royal  Society,  an  excellent  account  of  an  ascent  of 
Vesuvius  during  an  eruption.  He  inquired  with  great 
care,  though  with  no  very  conclusive  result,  into  the 
phenomena  of  Tarantism — i.e.,  into  the  effects  that 
were  supposed  to  follow  the  bite  of  the  Tarantula ; 
and  he  made  a  collection  of  the  flora  of  Sicily.  All 
this  has  for  us  now  only  a  biographical  interest  ;  and 
even  if  the  second  part  of  the  "  Principles  of  Human 
Knowledge,"  which  he  wrote  in  Sicily,  and  which  was 
lost  at  sea,  had  been  preserved,  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  much  of  permanent  value  would  have  been 
added  to  what  we  know  of  his  philosophy  from  other 
sources.  But  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  effect  of 
his  travels  on  Berkeley  himself  was  great,  and  that 
when  he  returned  to  England  at  the  end  of  1720,  he 
brought  back  from  the  Continent  a  knowledge  of  men 
and  things,  and  a  cultivated  sensibility  to  the  beauties 
of  nature  and  art,  which  have  left  permanent  traces  in 
his  writings. 

The  inner  connection  of  the  events  which  occurred 
in  the  three  years  immediately  succeeding  his  return 
home  are,  at  first  sight,  difficult  to  discover.  But  the 
events  themselves  are  easily  told.  He  arrived  in 
England  during  the  very  crisis  of  the  South  Sea 
mania.  This,  and  what  else  he  saw  of  the  condition 
of  society,  startled  him  into  writing  an  "Essay  towards 
the  Prevention  of  the  Ruin  of  Great  Britain,"  of  which 
it  is  sufficient   to  say  here  that   it  is  one  of  those 


xxviii  BIOGRAPHICAL   INTRODUCTION. 

energetic  protests  against  national  vices  to  which  no 
nation,  standing  gravely  in  need  of  it,  would  be  likely 
to  pay  much  attention.  This  done,  and  acquaintance 
renewed  with  the  survivors  among  his  old  literary 
friends,  he  seems  to  have  laid  himself  out  for  ecclesi- 
astical preferment.  The  architectural  knowledge  ac- 
quired in  Italy  recommended  him  to  the  architectural 
Lord  Burlington,  through  whose  influence  he  became 
chaplain  to  the  Duke  of  Grafton,  then  just  appointed 
Lord-Lieutenant  of  Ireland.  The  post  seems  to  have 
been  little  to  Berkeley's  liking.  But  if,  as  is  probable, 
he  accepted  it  as  a  step  to  one  more  congenial  to  his 
tastes,  he  certainly  succeeded  better  than  his  friend 
Swift,  who  had  occupied  a  similar  position  with  similar 
hopes  many  years  before,  with  no  better  reward  than 
the  living  of  Laracor.  The  more  fortunate  Berkeley 
was  appointed,  in  rapid  succession,  by  his  College  to 
several  lectureships,  and  by  the  Lord-Lieutenant  to  a 
living  and  two  deaneries.1  The  deanery  of  Dromore, 
on  account  of  some  legal  obstacle,  he  seems  never  to 
have  enjoyed.  With  regard  to  the  deanery  of  Derry 
there  were  no  such  difficulties.  But  he  had  no  sooner 
entered  into  undisturbed  possession  of  it  than  he 
astonished  his  friends  by  expressing  the  most  ardent 
wish  to  leave  it,  in  order  to  execute  a  scheme  for  the 
conversion  of  America. 

It  certainly  seems  strange  at  first  sight  that  Berkeley 
should  thus  for  some  years  have  sought  ecclesiastical 
preferment  with  no  other  apparent  object  than  to 
resign  it  as  soon  as  it  was  obtained.  But  the  fact 
seems  to  be  that  during  those  years  his  scheme  of  life 
underwent  a  complete  change.  Doubtless,  he  returned, 
1  He  returned  to  Ireland  in  1721. 
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after  his  long  wanderings,  anxious  for  a  settled  home 
and  determinate  work,  and  with  the  intention  of 
finding  these  in  the  ordinary  development  of  a  clerical 
career.  But  the  spectacle  of  the  corrupt  society  of  the 
early  Georgian  period,  rendered  more  repulsive  by  the 
shameless  fraud  and  avarice  that  accompanied  the 
South  Sea  speculation,  shocked  his  unaccustomed 
gaze.  He  conceived  a  profound  dislike  of  a  civilisation 
eaten  into,  and,  as  he  believed,  fatally  undermined,  by 
idleness,  self-indulgence,  and  irreligion.  He  turned, 
as  others  in  a  like  position  have  turned,  to  a  younger 
and  more  hopeful  society  across  the  ocean.  There 
gradually  grew  up  in  his  mind  the  strange  but  fascinat- 
ing dream  of  a  missionary  college,  which  should  be  a 
centre  of  civilisation  to  the  rising  Empire  in  the  West. 
His  imagination  filled  itself  with  the  vision  of  a  learned 
and  devout  company  of  friends,  far  removed  from 
luxury  and  the  snares  which  beset  the  search  for 
wealth,  devoting  themselves,  under  the  serene  skies  of 
Bermuda,  to  the  instruction  of  native  Americans,  who 
were  in  their  turn  to  teach  their  brethren  on  the 
mainland  those  truths  of  Christian  morality  which  in 
Europe  men  continued  to  profess,  but  had  long  ceased 
to  value.  If,  however,  the  vision  was  to  become  a 
reality,  the  first  and  most  important  step  was  to 
convince  a  sceptical  age  of  his  own  unselfish  belief  in 
its  possibility.  And  it  may  well  have  seemed  to 
Berkeley  that,  as  a  means  towards  attaining  this  end, 
he  could  not  do  better  than  obtain  that  ecclesiastical 
preferment  which  he  had  probably  originally  sought 
from  other  and  more  ordinary  motives.  A  missionary 
scheme  which  would  have  received  scant  attention 
while  advocated  by  a  literary  clergyman  of  no  estab- 
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lished  position,  unsupported  by  any  powerful  connec- 
tion, might  wear  a  very  different  complexion  when 
promoted  by  a  dean  who  was  prepared  to  sacrifice  his 
deanery  to  assist  it.  A  man  who  was  not  only  ready, 
but  anxious  to  give  up  two  thousand  a  year  at  home 
in  order  to  get  a  hundred  a  year  in  the  middle  of  the 
Atlantic,  might  be  visionary,  but  must  certainly  be 
disinterested  ;  and  Berkeley  knew  well  enough  that  in 
order  to  get  people  to  believe  in  his  scheme,  it  was 
first  necessary  to  make  them  believe  in  himself. 

If  this  was  his  object,  it  must  be  admitted  that,  in 
the  first  instance  at  least,  it  was  thoroughly  attained. 
His  unrivalled  powers  of  personal  persuasion  were 
unsparingly  used  to  further  his  cause.  Every  one 
knows  the  anecdote  narrated  by  Warton,  on  the 
authority  of  Lord  Bathurst,  which  tells  how  the 
members  of  the  Scriblerus  Club  agreed  to  rally  Berke- 
ley on  his  project,  how,  after  hearing  all  that  they  had 
to  say,  he  asked  to  be  heard  in  his  turn,  and  how  the 
eloquence  of  the  philanthropic  philosopher  so  moved 
them,  that  those  who  came  to  scoff  remained  to 
subscribe.  The  story,  though  strange,  may  be  believed, 
since  we  have  it  on  no  less  evidence  than  the  Statute 
Book,  that  he  performed  the  far  more  amazing  feat  of 
obtaining  a  grant  of  money  (^"20,000)  from  the  State, 
and  this  at  a  time  when  Sir  Robert  Walpole  was 
responsible  for  its  finances.  Nobody  was  more  sur- 
prised at  such  a  result  than  Sir  Robert  himself,  who 
attributed  it,  and  with  good  reason,  not  to  the  merits  of 
the  project,  but  to  the  persuasive  powers  of  the  pro- 
jector. These  were,  in  truth,  used  without  stint.  The 
King's  Court  at  St.  James's  and  the  Princes'  Court  at 
Leicester  Fields,  the  world  of  letters  and  the  world  of 
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fashion,  as  well  as  every  individual  member  of  the 
House  of  Commons,  were  canvassed  on  behalf  of  the 
scheme,  and  with  such  effect  that,  as  we  have  seen,  the 
nation  promised  money,  the  King  granted  a  charter, 
Walpole  himself  subscribed,  Bermuda  became  the 
fashion,  and  even  Bolingbroke  talked  of  emigrating, 
not  in  a  missionary  capacity,  to  Berkeley's  ideal  island. 

Yet  the  scheme  seems  now  so  impracticable  that 
we  may  well  wonder  how  any  single  person,  let  alone 
the  representatives  of  a  whole  nation,  could  be  found 
to  support  it.  In  order  that  religion  and  learning 
might  flourish  in  America,  the  seeds  of  them  were  to 
be  cast  in  some  rocky  islets  severed  from  America  by 
nearly  six  hundred  miles  of  stormy  ocean.  In  order 
that  the  inhabitants  of  the  mainland  and  of  the  West 
Indian  colonies  might  equally  benefit  by  the  new 
university,  it  was  to  be  placed  in  such  a  position  that 
neither  could  conveniently  reach  it.  In  order  that  no 
taint  of  luxury  should  corrupt  its  morals,  it  was  to  be 
removed  far  from  every  source  of  wealth  and  every 
centre  of  industry  to  a  place  where,  as  Berkeley  flattered 
himself, there  was  no  more  lucrative  occupation  possible 
than  that  of  making  straw  hats.  It  was  to  spring  from 
no  natural  want,  it  was  to  follow  no  natural  growth,  it 
was  to  be  thrown  as  it  were  from  without  to  a  popula- 
tion which  had  never  expressed  any  desire  for  it,  and 
in  whom  a  desire  was  not  likely  to  be  excited  by  a 
gift  which,  however  valuable  in  itself,  was  presented  to 
them  for  the  first  time  in  so  singular  and  so  incon- 
venient a  shape. 

Berkeley,  it  may  be  observed,  was  not  moved  to 
adopt  his  scheme  by  any  such  Utopian  views,  either  of 
the  European  colonists  or  the  native  Americans,  as 
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became  fashionable  on  the  Continent  at  a  later  period 
of  the  century.  He  did  not  believe  that  a  society 
which,  by  force  of  circumstances,  was  free  from  the 
vices  incident  to  an  ancient  and  complex  civilisation 
was  therefore  virtuous  ;  nor  yet  that  in  hordes  of 
ignorant  savages  was  to  be  found  the  perfect  and 
uncorrupted  work  of  Nature.  On  the  contrary,  in  the 
curious  pamphlet  in  which  he  recommended  his 
project  to  the  public,  he  expressly  mentions  the 
"avarice,  the  licentiousness,  the  coldness  in  the  practice 
of  religion,  and  the  aversion  from  propagating  it,"  of 
which  the  colonists  on  the  mainland  were  accused  ; 
and  tells  us  that  "  no  part  of  the  Gentile  world  are  so 
inhuman  and  barbarous  as  the  savage  Americans, 
whose  chief  employment  and  delight  consist  in  cruelty 
and  revenge."  But  he  certainly  believed  that  in  th 
New  World  there  was  not  only  the  largest,  but  also 
the  most  hopeful  field  for  missionary  effect.  Society 
there  might  be  corrupt,  but  it  was  not,  like  society  in 
Europe,  grown  old  in  corruption.  The  native  Indians 
might  be  ignorant  and  brutal,  but  "  if  they  were  un- 
improved by  education,  they  were  also  unencumbered 
with  that  rubbish  of  superstition  and  prejudice  which 
is  the  effect  of  a  wrong  one."  He  imagined  that  if 
only  the  religion  and  learning  of  the  Old  World, 
purified  from  its  pedantry  and  its  vice,  could  be 
brought  to  bear  on  the  New  while  this  was  yet  young 
and  plastic,  the  eyes  of  posterity  might  be  gladdened 
by  the  sight  of  a  new  Golden  Age;  and  he  bursts  into 
a  strain  of  almost  prophetic  rapture  as,  in  vigorous 
verses,  he  describes  the  new  Arts  and  new  Empire, 
"not  such  as  Europe  breeds  in  her  decay,"  which  were  to 
rise  in  the  West,  the  "  last  and  noblest"  birth  of  Time. 
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Reflections  such  as  these  suggested,  we  may  be  sure, 
the  main  outlines  of  his  scheme.  The  character  of  its 
details  was  probably  due  to  his  special  idiosyncrasies. 
Ten  years  before,  in  one  of  his  papers  in  the  "Guardian," 
he  had  drawn  a  picture  of  University  life  as  it  might 
be,  as  it  had  been,  perhaps,  to  him,  but  as  it  certainly 
was  not,  in  his  day,  to  the  majority  of  students.  The 
same  vision  haunted  his  declining  years.  And  doubt- 
less, while  still  in  the  prime  of  life,  a  project  which 
should  enable  him  to  further  the  interests  of  a  con- 
tinent, while  holding  himself  aloof,  in  academic  retire- 
ment, from  the  noise,  the  dust,  and  the  contamination 
of  the  struggling  multitude,  had,  as  it  might  well  have, 
irresistible  fascination.  But  this  was  not  all.  His 
fancy  lingered  lovingly  over  the  picture  drawn  by 
poets  and  travellers  of  the  scenery  in  the  western  isles. 
With  Ischia  and  Sicily  still  fresh  in  his  recollection, 
he  dwelt  on  the  orange-groves  and  cedars,  the  cloud- 
less skies,  and  the  perpetual  spring  which  were  to  be 
found  in  Bermuda.  He  even  dreamed  of  rearing  amid 
these  natural  beauties  collegiate  buildings,  which  his 
architectural  knowledge  should  render  not  unworthy 
of  their  setting. 

The  vision,  it  must  be  owned,  was  a  fascinating  one; 
but  it  was  never  to  be  realised,  even  in  the  smallest 
particular.  Fortunately,  as  I  hold,  for  Berkeley,  his 
scheme  was  not  even  tried  sufficiently  to  show  its 
incurable  vices.  In  pursuance  of  his  mission,  he  left 
England,  it  is  true,  in  1728  with  his  newly-married 
wife,1   but   he  never  reached    Bermuda.     In    Rhode 

1  Anne,  daughter  of  John  Forster,  Chief  Justice  of  Common 
Pleas  (Ireland),  whom  he  married  on  August  1st,  1728.  He 
sailed  on  September  4th. 
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Island,  where  he  arrived  after  a  long  and  tedious 
passage,  he  waited,  perhaps  with  diminishing  belief  in 
his  own  plans,  for  the  funds  which  never  came.  Sir 
Robert  Walpole  had  been  forced  by  an  unexpected 
vote  to  promise  a  sum  of  ^20,000,  but  there  was 
nothing  to  force  him  to  pay  it.  "  If  you  put  the 
question  to  me  as  a  Minister,"  he  said,  "  I  can  assure 
you  that  the  money  shall  most  undoubtedly  be  paid — 
as  soon  as  suits  public  convenience ;  but  if  you  ask 
me  as  a  friend  whether  Dean  Berkeley  shall  continue 
in  America  expecting  the  payment  of  .£20,000,  I 
advise  him  by  all  means  to  return  to  Europe." 

To  Europe  accordingly  Berkeley  returned  in  Febru- 
ary, 1732.  Of  Bermuda  we  hear  no  more.  But  he 
long  retained  a  lively  interest  in  the  colony  in  which  for 
nearly  three  years  he  had,  as  it  were  by  accident,  found 
a  home.  To  Yale  and  to  Harvard  colleges  he  sent,  soon 
after  his  arrival  in  England,  a  gift  of  books  ;  and  to  the 
former  he  left  his  farm  near  Newport  (the  scenery  of 
which  he  has  so  exquisitely  described  in  "Alciphron") 
for  the  perpetual  sustentation  of  three  scholarships. 
The  foundation  exists,  I  believe,  to  the  present  day, 
and  has  not  only  served  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
immediately  founded,  but  has  aided  the  education  of 
some  of  those  who  have  most  earnestly  devoted  them- 
selves to  raising  the  condition  of  the  North  American 
Indians.  This  is  the  only  contribution  which  Berkeley 
has  made  to  the  cause  for  which  he  left  England  ;  and 
it  is,  perhaps,  the  most  permanent  and  important 
result  of  an  enterprise  begun  with  vast  aims  and  lofty 
hopes,  the  record  of  which  remains,  indeed,  a  splendid 
testimony  to  the  personal  charm,  to  the  self-forgetful 
zeal,  to  the  disinterested  benevolence  of  its  author : 
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but  also  a  standing  proof  of  how  little  in  the  region  of 
action  these  high  qualities  avail,  dissociated  from  the 
practical  instinct  which  distinguishes  between  what 
does  and  what  does  not  deserve  to  be  attempted. 


II. 

If  Berkeley's  journey  to  America  did  not  materially 
further  the  object  for  which  it  was  undertaken,  it  was 
not,  on  the  other  hand,  wholly  barren  of  results. 
During  the  three  years  of  enforced  but  agreeable 
leisure  which  he  spent  in  Rhode  Island,  he  composed 
the  longest,  and,  in  his  own  lifetime,  the  most  con- 
sidered of  all  his  writings — "  Alciphron,  or  the  Minute 
Philosopher." 

This  work — a  series  of  seven  dialogues  directed 
against  the  Deists — contains  Berkeley's  chief  polemical 
contribution  to  the  great  religious  controversy  of  his 
generation.  During  the  thirty-seven  years  that  in- 
tervened between  the  publication  of  Toland's  "  Chris- 
tianity not  Mysterious  "  and  that  of  Alciphron,"  this 
controversy  had  never  flagged.  But,  though  the  points 
in  debate  are  not  widely  removed  from  those  which 
profoundly  stir  men's  interests  now,  they  are  just 
sufficiently  removed  to  make  the  discussion  of  them 
empty  and  unsatisfactory  to  modern  ears.  Objections 
to  revealed  religion  founded  upon  textual  criticism, 
history,  and  science,  were  put  then  as  they  are  put 
now,  but  they  were  put  and  answered  by  men  to  whom 
criticism ,  history,  and  science,  in  the  modern  use  of 
those  terms,  were  practically  unknown.  The  con- 
sequence of  this  has  been  that,  with  the  one  exception 
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of  Butler's  "  Analogy,"  the  merely  argumentative  part 
of  that  voluminous  controversy  has  lost  all  but  a 
historic  interest,  and  only  those  fragments  of  it  can 
now  be  read  with  pleasure  which  are  preserved  from 
neglect  by  their  purely  literary  merits. 

This  is  hard  upon  the  Deists  ;  for,  whatever  may 
have  been  the  intrinsic  strength  of  their  arguments,  it 
is  generally  admitted  that  all  the  wit  (to  say  nothing 
of  the  learning)  was  on  the  side  of  their  opponents. 
The  deistical  writings  are  now  antiquated,  but  they 
were  always  dull  ;  and  there  is  scarcely  a  single  piece 
deliberately  intended  to  further  their  distinctive 
opinions  which  can  now  be  read  with  any  sort  of 
satisfaction.  The  fact  is  remarkable.  In  an  age  in 
which  so  large  a  proportion  of  the  best  literary  work, 
whether  in  prose  or  verse,  was  satirical ;  in  which  even 
those  who,  like  Gray  and  Akenside,  would  least  have 
desired  to  be  remembered  as  satirists  seemed  to  write 
with  unwonted  ease  and  vigour  when  they  trespassed 
on  satiric  ground,  it  is  strange  that  no  one  could  be 
found  able  and  willing  to  retaliate  in  kind  on  the 
attacks  of  Swift,  Steele,  Rentley,  and  Berkeley.  Even 
Pope,  whose  "  Essay  on  Man  "  was  mainly  founded  on 
the  writings  of  one  Deist  and  the  conversations  of 
another,  has  nothing  but  sneers  for  the  "smart  free- 
thinker," and  took  occasion  to  pillory  their  most  con- 
siderable authors  in  the  "  Dunciad  ; "  while  Shaftes- 
bury, though  he  loudly  recommended  the  use  of 
ridicule  as  a  cure  for  "enthusiasm"  and  "superstition," 
was,  unfortunately,  denied  by  nature  the  gifts  neces- 
sary for  supplementing  his  precepts  by  his  example. 
It  was  not  till  Deism  had  been  transplanted  from  its 
original  home  to  the  more  congenial  soil  of  France, 
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that  the  balance  was  redressed.  Voltaire,  who  added 
little  to  the  argumentative  armoury  of  Collins,  Tindal, 
and  the  rest,  for  the  first  time  succeeded  in  making 
infidelity  amusing,  while,  unlike  his  English  pre- 
decessors, he  met  with  nothing  in  the  field  of  literature 
deserving  the  name  of  resistance. 

Berkeley,  it  will  be  recollected,  had  been  interested 
from  his  earliest  Dublin  days  in  the  Deistic  contro- 
versy. The  very  title  pages  of  his  "  Principles  of 
Human  Knowledge,"  and  of  the  "  Dialogue  of  Hylas 
and  Philonous,"  proclaimed  the  fact  that  his  philo- 
sophic speculations  were  intended  as  a  remedy  for 
"  Scepticism,"  "  Atheism,"  and  "  Irreligion."  But  he 
soon  found  that  his  remedy,  whatever  might  be  its 
intrinsic  value,  was  scarcely  adapted  for  general  use. 
Ordinary  men  were  not  prepared  to  admit  that  a 
Deity  was  necessary  because  matter  was  impossible. 
In  the  "  Guardian "  he  accordingly  adopted  a  more 
popular  style,  well  suited  to  readers  who  knew  little  of 
theology  and  nothing  of  metaphysics,  but  who  required 
to  be  reminded  that  religion  had  some  claims  to  the 
gratitude  and  reverence  of  mankind,  and  that  the  pre- 
tensions of  those  who  attacked  it  provided  no  measure 
of  their  merits. 

Who,  then,  were  these  enemies  of  religion?  By 
their  opponents  they  were  not  unfrequently  described 
as  persons  who,  in  matters  practical,  were  of  relaxed 
morals,  and  in  matters  speculative  might  be  called 
almost  indifferently  Deists,  freethinkers,  and  atheists. 
Yet  nothing  is  more  certain  than  that  Shaftesbury  ? 
for  instance,  and  Collins,  were  perfectly  respectable 
members  of  society,  and  that  while  all  the  more  im- 
portant writers  on  the  unorthodox  side  would  have 
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repudiated  the  name  of  atheist,  Shaftesbury,  at  least, 
made   ardent  and,  doubtless,  sincere   professions   of 
Theism.    Are  we  then  to  attribute  the  language  of  the 
orthodox  party  to  the  mere  heat  and   prejudice  of 
controversy?     In  part,  I  think,  we  must.    The  almost 
incredible   coarseness  with  which,  under   cover  of  a 
learned  tongue,  men  of  learning  and  piety  had  in  pre- 
ceding ages  not  unfrequently  conducted  their  disputes, 
was  in  the  eighteenth  century  greatly  mitigated     But 
the  practice  of  exaggerating  the  errors  of  an  opponent, 
in  order  to  gibbet  them  with  more  effect,  prevailed 
to   a   serious    extent.      The    High    Churchman    was 
denounced  as  a  Papist.     The  Low,  or  (as  we  should 
now   say)    Broad    Churchman,  was   denounced   as  a 
Latitudinarian  ;  the  Latitudinarian  was  denounced  as 
a  Socinian  ;  the  Socinian  as  a  Deist ;  the  Deist  as  an 
atheist.    But,  admitting  all  this,  it  must  be  remembered 
that  it  would  be  most  unjust  to  estimate  the  contro- 
versial   moderation  of  the  orthodox  divines  in   the 
first  half  of  the  last  century,  by  a  bare  comparison  of 
their   language  with  the  official   utterances  of  their 
opponents.     Berkeley,  especially,  can  never  be  under- 
stood, unless  we  keep  in  mind  that  he  interpreted  the 
text  of  Shaftesbury,  Collins,  and  Mandeville  by  the 
light  of  the  social  facts  of  his  own  day.     The  Deist 
movement  did  not  appear  to  him  as  it  does  to  us,  in 
the  form  of  a  certain  number  of  treatises  directed 
against   the   received    theology,    for   the   most    part 
tedious,  of  slight  literary   merit,  containing  nothing 
either  to  agitate  or  instruct  the  modern  reader,  and 
predestined,  in  England  at  least,  to  bear  little  per- 
manent fruit.    In  his  view,  these  were  rather  the  more 
prominent  and  public  signs  of  a  widespread  attack  on 
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religion,  conducted  orally  on  much  more  extreme 
lines,  and  with  great  and  growing  success.  He 
believed  in  the  existence  of  freethinking  clubs,  where 
those  who,  in  their  published  writings  were  content  to 
advocate  Deism,  professed  in  private  to  demonstrate 
that  no  Deity  could  possibly  exist.  He  believed  that 
Society  was  honeycombed  with  a  religious  scepticism, 
not  arising  from  any  disinterested  pursuit  of  truth, 
but  from  mere  libertinism  in  thought,  at  once  the 
effect  and  the  cause  of  libertinism  in  conduct  ;  and 
he  traced  a  direct  connection  between  the  relaxed 
morality  of  the  Georgian  era  and  the  contemptuous 
tone  towards  Christianity  rendered  fashionable  by  the 
Deistical  writers. 

The  consequence  of  this  is  that,  while  his  con- 
temporary, Butler,  addresses  himself  entirely  to  pro- 
ducing a  convincing  reply  to  the  formal  arguments  of 
the  freethinkers,  Berkeley  seeks  also  to  attack  them 
on  what  we  may  term  their  social  side.  His  strokes 
are  aimed  not  only  at  Shaftesbury  and  Collins,  but 
at  the  Coffee-house  infidels ; — the  would-be  men  of 
fashion,  who  thought  that  there  was  no  greater  proof 
of  enlightenment  than  to  sneer  at  Christianity,  or  of 
wit  than  to  cut  jokes  on  a  parson.  He  is  never 
weary  of  dilating  on  the  pretentious  ignorance  of 
these  gentlemen. 

"  Who,"  says  Euphranor  (one  of  the  orthodox 
speakers  in  "  Alciphron  "),  "are  these  profound  and 
learned  men  that  of  late  years  have  demolished  the 
whole  fabric  which  philosophers,  lawgivers,  and  divines 
have  been  erecting  for  so  many  ages  ?  " 

"  Lysicles  (the  infidel  man  of  fashion),  hearing  these 
words,  smiled,  and  said  that  he  believed  Euphranor 
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had  figured  to  himself  philosophers  in  square  caps 
and  long  gowns;  but,  thanks  to  these  happy  times, 
the  reign  of  pedantry  is  over.  'Our  philosophers,' 
said  he, '  are  of  a  different  kind  from  those  awkward 
students.  ...  I  will  undertake  a  lad  of  fourteen,  bred 
in  the  modern  way,  shall  make  a  better  figure  and  be 
more  considered  in  any  drawing-room  than  one  of 
four-and-twenty,  who  hath  lain  by  a  long  time  at 
school  or  college.  He  shall  say  better  things,  in  a 
better  manner,  and  be  more  liked  by  good  judges.' 

"  Euphranor.  Whence  doth  he  pick  up  all  this  im- 
provement ? 

"  Crito  (ironically).  Where  our  grave  ancestors 
would  never  have  looked  for  it— in  a  drawing-room,  a 
coffee-house,  a  chocolate-house,  at  the  tavern  or  groom 
porters." 

And  so  forth. 

To  us,  who  are  directly  acquainted  with  nothing 
but  the  literary  remains  of  the  controversy,  the  laugh 
seems  so  clearly  to  be  on  the  side  of  Orthodoxy,  that 
we  have  some  difficulty  in  recollecting  that  to  Berkeley 
and  Berkeley's  contemporaries  the  fact  must  have 
seemed  exactly  reversed.  The  "raillery "which  Shaftes- 
bury recommended  as  the  test  of  truth  was,  in  society, 
freely  employed  against  "  priestcraft "  in  general,  and 
the  clergy  of  the  Established  Church  in  particular  ; 
who,  when  not  denounced  as  bigots,  were  ridiculed  as 
musty  pedants. 

"  I  have  often  observed,"  says  Crito,  "that  the  Free- 
thinking  sect  run  into  two  faults  of  conversation,  de- 
claiming and  bantering  just  as  the  tragic  or  comic 
humour  prevails.  Sometimes  they  work  themselves 
into  a  high  passion,  and  are  frightened  at  spectres  of 
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their  own  raising.  In  those  fits  every  country  curate 
passes  for  an  inquisitor.  At  other  times  they  affect  a 
sly,  facetious  manner,  expressing  little,  insinuating 
much,  and  upon  the  whole  seeming  to  divert  them- 
selves with  the  subject  and  their  adversaries."  "Can 
no  method  be  found,"  he  exclaims  in  a  later  dialogue, 
"to  free  them  from  the  terror  of  that  fierce  and  bloody 
animal,  an  English  parson  ?  " 

Arguments  may  be  refuted,  but  "  who,"  it  has  been 
asked,  "can  answer  a  sneer?"  Berkeley  in  "  Alciphron" 
attempted  to  answer  both  the  arguments  and  the 
sneer.  It  was  this  double  object  which  probably 
induced  him  to  employ  the  most  difficult  of  all  forms 
of  composition  to  manage  with  effect — the  Dialogue. 
He  had  already,  it  is  true,  used  it  with  extraordinary 
skill  in  the  region  of  pure  exposition.  The  three 
dialogues  between  Hylas  and  Philonous  have  never  in 
their  peculiar  style  been  equalled  in  English ;  they 
will,  I  suppose,  never  be  surpassed.  Yet  what  reader, 
anxious  rather  to  get  at  the  substance  of  Berkeley's 
doctrine,  than  to  spend  his  time  over  a  literary  luxury, 
would  not  prefer  to  these  admirable  conversations  the 
straightforward  statement  contained  in  the  "Principles 
of  Human  Knowledge?"  But  in  the  case  of  "Al- 
ciphron," its  author  pursued  a  more  complex  end. 
There  dialogue  was  not  merely  one  of  the  two  possible 
forms  by  which  his  aim  could  be  reached  ;  it  was  the 
only  possible  form.  It  was  only  by  bringing  his 
opponents  actually  on  the  stage,  by  dramatising  their 
conversation,  by  exhibiting  the  weaknesses  of  their 
character  as  well  as  the  errors  of  their  logic,  that  his 
intention  could  be  accomplished  in  all  its  fulness.  To 
my   thinking,  Berkeley  was   wonderfully   successful. 
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Mr.  Leslie  Stephen,  indeed,  declares  "  Alciphron  "  to 
be  the  "  least  admirable  of  all  its  author's  admirable 
works."  But  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  this  excellent 
critic,  in  forming  his  judgment,  was  thinking  rather  of 
what  he  desired  to  find  in  the  book,  than  of  what  its 
author  desired  to  put  into  it.  It  may  at  once  be 
granted  that  "  Alciphron  "  is  not,  like  the  "  Analogy," 
a  great  original  contribution  to  theology.  Many 
portions  of  it  are  now  wholly  antiquated;  many  other 
portions  contain  arguments  which  have  since,  by 
frequent  repetition,  become  the  mere  commonplaces  of 
apologetics.  But  there  remains  more  than  one  admir- 
able application  of  Berkeley's  peculiar  philosophy  to 
the  theory  of  religion  ;  there  remain  the  slight  but 
exquisite  descriptions  of  incident  and  scenery  which 
form  the  setting  of  the  piece  ;  and  there  remains,  above 
all,  the  literary  skill  displayed  in  the  dramatic  and 
polemical  elements  of  the  dialogue  and  in  the  art  with 
which  these  are  woven  together  into  an  organic  whole. 
It  was  an  inevitable  defect  in  the  structure  of  the 
piece  that,  as  all  the  varieties  of  the  genus  Freethinker 
are  represented  in  it  by  two  persons,  unity  of  char- 
acter cannot  be  sustained  throughout  the  seven 
dialogues.  Nothing,  for  instance,  can  make  it  natural 
for  Lysicles,  the  freethinking  man  of  pleasure,  who 
says  in  one  place — "  For  my  part,  I  find  no  fault  with 
the  Universities ;  all  I  know  is  that  I  had  the  spending 
of  three  hundred  pounds  a  year  in  one  of  them,  and 
think  it  the  chcerfullest  time  of  my  life.  As  for  their 
books  and  style,  I  had  not  leisure  to  mind  them" — 
nothing,  I  say,  can  make  it  natural  for  such  a  man  tc 
quote,  as  he  does  in  another  dialogue,  Spinoza  and 
Hobbcs,  and  to  argue  about  the  metaphysical  doctrine 
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of  substance.  But  this  is  a  trifling  defect.  A  far 
more  serious  charge  has  been  brought  against  Berke- 
ley by  Sir  James  Mackintosh,  and,  more  recently,  by 
Professor  Fowler  in  his  excellent  biography  of  Shaftes- 
bury, to  the  effect  that,  in  the  third  dialogue  and  else- 
where, the  latter  has  been  treated  with  gross  unfairness. 
I  admit  at  once  that  Professor  Fowler  is  right  in  say- 
ing that  Berkeley  does  not  examine  Shaftesbury's 
doctrines  in  the  spirit  "which  befits  one  philosopher 
examining  the  works  of  another."  But  I  cannot  admit 
that,  in  Sir  James  Mackintosh's  phrase,  he  "  sinks  to 
the  level  of  a  railing  polemic." 

Shaftesbury  is  not,  to  me  at  least,  an  attractive 
writer.  His  constant  efforts  to  figure  simultaneously 
as  a  fine  gentleman  and  a  fine  writer,  are  exceedingly 
irritating ;  and  the  very  moderate  success  which  has 
attended  his  efforts  in  the  latter  character,  suggests 
the  doubt,  justified  by  his  general  style,  whether  he 
can  really  have  shone  in  the  former.  His  pretensions 
to  taste  are  quite  unjustified  by  what  we  know  of  his 
opinions.  Like  most  of  his  contemporaries  he  despised 
Gothic  architecture,  yet  he  saw  nothing  to  admire  in 
Wren  ;  while  he  theorised  about  painting  till  he  per- 
suaded himself  that  the  merits  of  a  picture  were 
wholly  independent  of  its  colouring.  At  the  same 
time  it  must  be  acknowledged  that  eminent  authorities 
have  found  in  him  distinguished  merits.  Mr.  Leslie 
Stephen  tells  us,  that  "  on  the  rude  stock  of  common- 
place Whiggism  he  grafted  accomplishments  strange 
to  most  of  his  countrymen."  He  reminded  War- 
burton  of  Plato,  and  has  been  so  fortunate  as  to 
remind  Professor  Fowler  of  Marcus  Aurelius.  More- 
over, by  writers  on  Moral  Philosophy  he  is  naturally 


xliv  BIOGRAPHICAL   INTRODUCTION. 

and  properly  regarded  as  a  moral  philosopher  who 
occupies  an  important  position  in  the  history  of  ethical 
speculation  as  the  predecessor  of  Butler  and  Hutche- 
son,  the  originator  of  a  new  method  of  procedure  in 
moral  inquiries. 

But  Berkeley,  it  must  be  recollected,  regarded  the 
author  of  the  "Characteristics"  from  a  very  different 
point   of   view.     He    was   not    concerned    with   the 
ethical  system,  which  may  with  more  or  less  success 
be  extracted   from   these  very  unsystematic  essays; 
nor  yet  with  the  hints  contained  in  them,  which  have 
in  other  hands  become  important  in   the  history  of 
thought.     His  interest  in  Shaftesbury's  writings  was 
practical,  not  speculative.     He  looked  at  them  not  as 
"one  philosopher  examining  the  works  of  another," 
but  as  a  man  profoundly  interested  in  the  actual  con- 
dition of  religious  thought  must  look  at  a  book  by 
which  that  condition  was  powerfully  affected.     It  was 
the  general  tendency  of  the  theological  parts  of  the 
"Characteristics,"  therefore,  and  not  the  special  doc- 
trines which  might  be  supported  by  isolated  passages 
in  them,  that  moved  him  to  attack  Shaftesbury :  arid 
I   do  not   think  that   the  account  he   gives  of  that 
tendency,  though  perhaps  one-sided,  is  justly  charge- 
able with  gross  unfairness.     If,  however,  it  be  alleged 
that  Berkeley  has,  for  controversial  purposes,  credited 
Shaftesbury  with  holding  opinions  which  the  latter 
has  distinctly  repudiated :   I  reply  that    Shaftesbury 
has  no  right  to  complain  of  any  critic  who  appeals 
from  specific  statements  in  his  writings  to  their  o-eneral 
animus,  since  he  himself  has  never  scrupled  to  make 
professions  of  respect  for  theological  dogmas  which 
we  know  him  to  have  held  in  contempt. 
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I  cannot  admit,  therefore,  that  Berkeley  is  guilty 
nearly  to  the  full  extent  of  the  charge  made  against 
him  ;  and  I  must  also  point  out  that,  if  I  read  his 
character  aright,  and  if  the  account  I  have  given  of 
his  intentions  in  writing  "Alciphron"  be  true,  Shaftes- 
bury must,  of  all  writers,  have  been  the  one  he  found 
most  difficult  to  treat  in  a  spirit  of  perfect  charity. 
Berkeley,  partly  from  a  natural  feeling  of  esprit  de 
corps,  and  partly  from  a  higher  motive,  strongly 
objected  to  the  tone  adopted  towards  the  clergy  in 
some  sections  of  society.  Shaftesbury  speaks  of  them 
with  all  the  airs  of  superiority  which  a  "  free  writer  " 
and  a  wit  in  those  days  thought  himself  justified  in 
using  towards  "  pedants "  and  "  bigots."  Berkeley 
was  weighed  down  with  a  sense  of  the  wickedness  and 
corruptions  of  his  generation.  Shaftesbury's  creed 
was  a  shallow  optimism.  Berkeley,  intent  upon  the 
regeneration  of  the  lowest  and  most  brutal  of  mankind, 
felt  keenly  that  the  forces  arrayed  on  the  side  of  virtue 
were  all  too  weak  as  they  stood  ;  and  that  they  did 
but  a  small  service  to  morality  v/ho,  by  undermining 
a  belief  in  a  system  of  future  rewards  and  punishments, 
"while  they  extolled  the  beauty  of  virtue,  attempted 
to  lessen  her  dower." l  Shaftesbury,  on  the  other 
hand,  strong  in  the  possession  of  ;£io,ooo  a  year,  and 
a  feeble  constitution,  really  talks  sometimes  as  if 
virtue  was  mainly  an  object  of  aesthetic  sensibility ; 
certain  on  its  own  merits  to  be  appreciated  by  gentle- 
men of  "  taste  and  breeding,"  but  sadly  injured,  from 
the  point  of  view  of  Art,  by  superfluous  references  to 
Heaven  and  Hell. 

Nor  was  Berkeley's  opposition  to  the  sentiment  of 
1  Essay  in  the  "  Guardian." 
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the  elder  author  likely  to  be  softened  by  admiration 
for  his  style.  In  "Alciphron"  he  levels  more  than 
one  sarcasm  at  it  ;  and  it  must  be  admitted  that 
Shaftesbury's  laborious  struggles  after  an  "  easy  way  " 
of  writing,  his  vulgar  affectation  of  refinement,  his 
strange  experiments  in  search  of  the  sublime,  and  the 
pedantic  trifling  which  does  duty  in  his  writings  for 
"raillery  and  humour,"  were  not  likely  to  be  more 
agreeable  to  a  man  of  Berkeley's  literary  taste,  than 
were  Shaftesbury's  opinions  to  a  man  of  Berkeley's 
religious  convictions. 

Two  years  after  the  appearance  of  "Alciphron" 
occurred  the  last  great  change  in  the  external  circum- 
stances of  its  author.  He  was  appointed  to  the 
Bishopric  of  Cloyne,  through  the  influence  of  Queen 
Caroline,  1734.  This  remarkable  woman,  wife  of 
George  II.,  and  by  far  the  most  distinguished  Queen 
Consort  England  has  ever  possessed,  not  content  with 
being,  next  to  Walpole,  the  greatest  political  power  in 
the  country,  amused  her  leisure  hours  by  dabbling  in 
all  the  theological  and  philosophical  controversies  of 
the  period.  Berkeley,  in  the  days  when  he  was  canvass- 
ing for  his  Bermuda  scheme, had  been  obliged  to  discuss 
in  her  presence,  and  presumably  for  her  amusement,  his 
philosophical  tenets  with  Clarke,  not,  as  he  pathetic- 
ally observed,  because  he  loved  Courts,  but  because 
he  loved  America.  Clarke  himself,  till  his  death  in 
1729,  was  constantly  in  her  society,  and  but  for  his 
scruples  respecting  the  Athanasian  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity,  which  permitted  him,  apparently,  to  hold  a 
rectory  but  not  to  accept  a  bishopric,  would  long 
before,  through  her  favour,  have  obtained  high  ecclesi- 
astical preferment.    Butler,  who  a  little  later  than  this 
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succeeded  to  Clarke's  position  with  the  Queen,  was  by 
her  recommendation  raised  to  the  See  of  Bristol. 
When  I  add  that  she  caused  the  whole  of  the  contro- 
versy between  Clarke  and  Leibnitz  to  pass  through 
her  hands,  it  will  be  seen  that  few  persons — not  philo- 
sophers— have  ever  taken  a  keener  or  more  practical 
interest  in  the  philosophy  of  their  day.  How  far  she 
was  really  competent,  by  study  or  natural  aptitude, 
for  such  inquiries,  it  is  hard  to  say.  She  was  supposed, 
perhaps  on  insufficient  evidence,  to  be  unsettled,  if  not 
unorthodox,  in  her  religious  convictions.  If  so,  it  is 
possible  that,  like  many  others  in  similar  circumstances, 
she  was  driven  to  investigations,  for  which  she  was 
perfectly  unfitted,  by  the  hope  of  there  finding  an 
anodyne  for  an  unquiet  spirit.  Horace  Walpole,1  who 
represents  the  social  tradition  respecting  her,  declares 
that  she  was  incapable  of  understanding  Butler's 
"  Analogy."  Clarke,  on  the  other  hand,  professed  a 
high  admiration  for  her  philosophic  capacity.  The 
evidence  of  neither  witness  is  very  satisfactory.  Clarke 
was  too  good  a  courtier  to  be  a  very  good  judge ;  while 
Walpole  and  his  set  would  certainly  be  unwilling  to 
believe  that  any  one,  much  less  any  woman,  least  of 
all  any  Queen,  could  find  a  meaning  in  abstract 
arguments  which  they  themselves  had  never  taken 
the  trouble  to  understand.  However  this  may  be,  it 
is  unquestionably  to  her  enlightened  patronage  that 

1  "The  Bishop  of  Durham  (Chandler)  is  dead :  he  is  succeeded 
by  Butler  of  Bristol,  a  metaphysic  author,  much  patronised  by 
the  late  Queen.  She  never  could  make  my  father  read  his  book, 
and  which  she  certainly  did  not  understand  herself :  he  told  her 
his  religion  was  fixed,  and  that  he  did  not  want  to  change  or 
improve  it." —  Walpole  to  Mann. 

d 
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the  Churches  of  England  and  Ireland  owed  the  two 
most  distinguished  bishops  of  the  eighteenth  century. 
The  appointment  of  Berkeley  is  the  more  creditable, 
since  he  had  nothing  but  his  merits  to  recommend 
him,  and  was  quite  unprovided  with  any  of  the 
ordinary  titles  to  Irish  ecclesiastical  preferment.  If 
he  belonged  to  either  Party  in  the  State,  he  was  a 
Tory  ;  and  in  Tories  who  were  not  Jacobites  the 
Government  saw  little  either  to  love  or  to  fear.  He 
was  wholly  unfitted  by  taste,  character,  and  abilities, 
for  carrying  out  the  political  functions  sometimes  so 
strangely  associated  with  the  Episcopal  office  in 
Ireland.  And,  besides  all  this,  he  had  powerful 
enemies  near  the  person  of  the  Queen  ;  for  Hoadley, 
her  favourite  bishop,  and  Lord  Hervey,  her  favourite 
courtier,  liked  neither  him  nor  his  writings,  which, 
indeed,  it  must  be  owned,  they  were  very  little  fitted 
to  comprehend. 

Berkeley's  eighteen  years  of  recluse  life  in  his 
diocese  of  Cloyne  give  little  material  to  the  biographer. 
It  was  a  period  marked  by  declining  health  and  in- 
creasing infirmities,  loss  of  friends  and  of  children  ; 
nor  was  there  anything  in  the  condition  of  public 
affairs,  on  either  side  of  St.  George's  Channel,  to  lighten 
the  burden  of  these  private  afflictions.  Yet  he  seems  to 
have  been  on  the  whole  not  unhappy.  The  glimpses 
we  get  of  his  home  life  are  not  very  numerous,  but 
they  are  attractive  ;  the  studious  retirement  which  he 
loved  he  could  indulge  in  to  his  heart's  content ;  and 
though  disease  and  advancing  years  had  sapped  the 
natural  energy  of  his  character,  he  could  still  on 
occasion  show  something  of  the  old  fire.  We  find 
him,  for  instance,  in  1745,  when  the  Pretender  was  on 
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his  march  to  Derby,  and  when  fears  were  naturally 
entertained  lest  Ireland  should  catch  the  contagion  of 
rebellion  from  the  sister  island,  writing  thus  to  Dean 
Gervais  : 

"  Our  Militia  have  been  arrayed,  that  is,  sworn : 
but,  alas !  we  want  not  oaths,  we  want  muskets.  I 
have  bought  up  all  I  could  get,  and  provided  horses 
and  arms,  for  four  and  twenty  of  the  Protestants  of 
Cloyne,  which  with  a  few  men,"  etc. 

Two  episodes  there  are,  however,  in  these  unevent- 
ful years,  to  which  more  particular  allusion  must  be 
made:  the  publication  of  the  "Querist"  (1735-37), 
and  the  "  Tar  Water "  enthusiasm,  which  followed 
soon  after. 

The  "  Querist,"  as  my  readers  are  probably  aware, 
is,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  an  essay  on  the  social 
state  of  Ireland  thrown  into  the  form  of  a  series  of 
questions.  Of  all  the  mass  of  literature  which  has 
been  devoted  to  the  distresses  of  that  distressful 
country,  this  is  probably  the  most  original.  Its  form 
alone  would  seem  to  distinguish  it  from  every  other 
production  of  a  similar  kind.  It  consists  of  595  inter- 
rogatories, averaging  three  or  four  lines  in  length, 
and  entirely  without  connecting  passages.  Sustained 
eloquence  under  these  conditions  is  clearly  out  of  the 
question.  It  is  difficult  to  understand  by  what  literary 
arts  such  a  production  can  even  be  made  readable. 
Yet  readable  it  certainly  is  ;  and  not  only  readable, 
but  impressive.  Berkeley  has,  in  truth,  chosen  his 
instrument  with  remarkable  skill.  He  was  enabled 
by  its  peculiarities  to  give  his  argument  on  certain 
rather  dry  subjects — banks,  for  instance  and  paper 
currency — with   a   brevity   which   no   other  form  of 
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literary  composition  would  have  permitted,  and  a 
force  which  in  no  other  form  could  have  been  excelled ; 
while  his  opinions  on  the  state  of  the  nation  lose 
nothing  either  by  the  conciseness  with  which  they  are 
expressed,  or  the  interrogatory  form  into  which  they 
are  thrown.  Paragraphs  like  these,  for  example,  serve 
Berkeley's  purpose  as  well  as  a  whole  page  of  sen- 
sational description  : 

"  19.  Whether  the  bulk  of  our  Irish  peasantry  are 
not  kept  from  thriving  by  that  cynical  content  in  dirt 
and  beggary  which  they  possess  to  a  degree  beyond 
any  other  in  Christendom  ? 

"  456.  Whether  it  be  not  certain  that  the  matrons  of 
this  forlorn  country  send  out  a  greater  proportion  of 
its  wealth  for  fine  apparel  than  any  other  females  on 
the  whole  surface  of  this  terraqueous  globe  ? 

"  106.  Whether  the  dirt,  famine,  and  nakedness  of 
the  bulk  of  our  people  might  not  be  remedied,  even 
though  we  had  no  foreign  trade  ? 

"  132.  Whether  there  be  upon  earth  any  Christian 
or  civilised  people  so  beggarly  wretched,  and  destitute, 
as  the  common  Irish  ? 

"  133.  Whether,  nevertheless,  there  is  any  other 
people  whose  wants  may  be  more  easily  supplied  from 
home  ?  " 

Many  of  the  "  queries "  are,  it  must  be  added, 
enlivened  by  Berkeley's  peculiar  turn  of  irony ;  for 
example : 

"  in.  Whether  the  women  (of  Ireland)  may  not 
sew,  spin,  weave,  embroider,  sufficiently  for  the  em- 
bellishment of  their  persons,  and  even  enough  to  raise 
envy  in  each  other,  without  being  beholden  to  foreign 
countries  ? 
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"  33°-  What  right  an  eldest  son  hath  to  the  worst 
education  ? 

"  405.  Whether  an  expense  in  building  and  improve- 
ment doth  not  remain  at  home,  pass  to  the  heir,  and 
adorn  the  public?  And  wlutlier  any  of  these  things 
can  be  said  of  claret  ?  " 

Yet  this  method  of  writing  was  not  without  its 
dangers.  It  lent  itself  with  unfortunate  facility  to  the 
intellectual  habits  which  increasing  infirmities  were 
bringing  on  Berkeley.  As  in  "  Siris,"  of  which  I  shall 
presently  speak,  there  are  hints  and  adumbrations  of 
a  new  philosophy  strangely  tacked  on  to  reflections 
upon  a  new  medicine  ;  so  in  the  "  Querist "  there  are 
fragments  of  a  new  political  economy  mixed  up  with 
schemes  for  the  social  regeneration  of  Ireland.  And 
it  is,  I  think,  clear  that  in  both  cases  the  fragmentary 
methods  of  exposition  were  in  part  chosen  because  the 
ideas  to  be  expounded,  though  fruitful  and  original, 
and  though  in  other  hands  they  have  since  received  a 
fuller  development,  were,  in  the  mind  of  their  author, 
themselves  fragmentary  and  ill-compacted.  Take,  as 
an  example  of  this,  Berkeley's  opinion  upon  what  is 
called  the  "mercantile  theory"  of  commerce — the 
theory  which  taught  that  a  nation  is  benefited  by  a 
foreign  trade  in  proportion  as  that  trade  brought 
money  or  bullion  into  the  country.  This  absurd 
doctrine  is  absolutely  exploded  in  the  "  Querist,"  it  is 
demonstrated  to  be  wrong  in  theory  and  wrong  in 
practice  ;  yet  some  of  the  queries  {e.g.  161 -2)  seem  to 
assume  its  truth.  Again,  nothing  can  be  more  explicit 
than  Berkeley's  proof  that,  for  currency  purposes,  notes 
and  gold  may  perform  exactly  the  same  function- 
Yet  so  great  is  his  hatred  of  the  doctrine  that  money 
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is  a  source  of  wealth  that,  though  anxious  to  increase 
the  amount  of  the  circulation  in  the  country,  he  is  un- 
willing to  increase  the  amount  of  gold,  and  seems 
almost  to  hold  that,  though  notes  may  be  a  substitute 
for  coin,  coin  is  not  a  substitute  for  notes.1 

My  business,  however,  is  not  with  Berkeley's  politi- 
cal economy,  any  more  than  with  his  philosophys  but 
rather  with  the  temper  and  qualities  of  the  man  him- 
self ;  and  if  we  would  see  how  these  make  themselves 
felt  in  the  treatment  of  the  Irish  problem,  let  us  com- 
pare the  "Querist"  with  Swift's  tracts  on  Ireland 
which  appeared  in  the  preceding  decade.  In  their 
diagnosis  of  the  diseases  under  which  that  unhappy 
country  was  suffering,  these  two  eminent  friends 
agreed  with  each  other,  and  with  the  majority  of  sub- 
sequent observers.  The  idleness,  squalor,  and  poverty 
of  the  "  native  Irish,"  the  absence  of  manufactures, 
the  ignorance  and  extravagance  of  the  gentry,  their 
want  of  care  for  the  real  interests  of  their  tenantry 
and  their  country, — these  are  topics  common  to  both. 
It  is  when  they  set  themselves  to  make  straight  the 
crooked  ways  that  the  difference  between  them 
appears.  Berkeley  tells  his  countrymen  that  the 
remedy  for  the  evils  under  which  they  suffer  lies,  in 
the  main,  in  their  own  hands.  Let  the  upper  classes 
give  up  a  stupid  and  tasteless  extravagance.  Let 
their  women  buy  fewer  silks  and  laces,  and  their  men 
drink  less  claret.  Let  luxury  be  checked,  if  need  be, 
by  sumptuary  laws.  Let  the  "  standard  of  comfort  " 
of  the  peasantry  be  raised,  and  thereby  something 
done  to  destroy  their  lazy  contentment  in  an  exist- 

1  Cf.  "  Querist,"  227,  283. 
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ence  more  squalid  and  wretched  than  that  of  the 
savage  Americans.  Let  manufacturing  enterprise  be 
stimulated  by  an  improved  currency,  an  improved 
machinery  of  credit,  and  by  the  increase  of  a  home 
demand  for  home  products.  But  let  nobody  imagine 
that  any  good  was  done  by  sitting  down  and  com- 
plaining of  the  tyranny  of  England.  Though  it  were 
true  that  England  had  hampered  their  commerce 
and  destroyed  their  woollen  trade,  yet  nations  had 
flourished,  and  were  flourishing,  whose  external  trade 
was  insignificant.  England  and  Ireland  were  one 
nation,  and  what  was  good  for  the  part  was  good  for 
the  whole.  If  Englishmen  had  forgotten  this  truth  as 
regards  Irishmen,  let  not  Irishmen  forget  it  either  as 
regards  Englishmen  or  as  regards  each  other.  Foreign 
commerce  was  not  necessary  to  the  solid  well-being  of 
the  country.  But  it  was  necessary  that  the  manu- 
facturers of  the  North  should  not  be  jealous  of  the 
manufacturers  of  the  South  ;  that  the  landlord  should 
not  suppose  that  he  could  be  prosperous  when  his 
tenantry  was  squalid  and  miserable  ;  that  the  Pro- 
testant minority  should  not  suppose  that  they  could 
be  rich  and  flourishing  when  the  Roman  Catholic 
majority  were  poor  and  oppressed. 

Whatever  may  be  thought  of  Berkeley's  specific 
proposal,  it  will  not  be  denied  that  he  treated  his 
subject  in  the  spirit  of  true  patriotism  and  sound 
wisdom.  So  did  not  Swift.  He  detested  Ireland  ;  he 
never  called  himself  an  Irishman  ;  he  would  never 
have  set  foot  in  Ireland  could  he  have  avoided  it.  But 
if  he  was  an  Irishman  by  the  visitation  of  Heaven,  he 
was  a  partisan  by  the  very  necessity  of  his  nature. 
As  a  Tory,  he  hated  the  Whigs.     As  an  Anglican,  he 
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hated  both  the  Irish  Roman  Catholics  and  the  Irish 
Presbyterians.  As  a  member  of  the  Lower  House  of 
Convocation,  he  hated  the  Bishops.  As  a  member  of 
the  dominant  race  he  would  doubtless  have  hated  the 
native  population  had  they  been  formidable  enough 
to  provoke  any  sentiment  stronger  than  a  pitying 
contempt.  And  so,  when  compelled  to  become  an 
Irishman,  it  was  inevitable  that  he  should  also  become 
an  Irish  patriot. 

Irish  patriotism  took  the  form  then,  as  it  has  often 
done  since,  not   so  much  of  helping    Ireland   as   of 
thwarting  England ;  and,  doubtless,  the  task  of  thwart- 
ing England  was  doubly  agreeable  to  Swift  because 
England  meant  primarily  the  Whig  Ministry  and  the 
commercial  classes,  who  were  at  once  the  chief  support 
of  the  Whigs  and  the  greatest  curse  to  Ireland.     Like 
Berkeley,  he  recommended  his  countrymen  to  consume 
their  own  manufactures ;   not  like  Berkeley,  because 
he  thought  it  would  benefit  the  Irish,  but  because  he 
hoped  it   might  hurt  the   English.      In   the   famous 
controversy  respecting  •  Wood's  halfpence,"  he  went 
much  farther.    All  the  arts,  legitimate  and  illegitimate 
of  the  most  accomplished  political  pamphleteer  that 
ever  lived  were  used  to  inflame  the  passions  of  the 
people  against  the  attempt  of  the   English  Govern- 
ment to  give  them,  not  anything  injurious,  not  even 
anything  indifferent,  but  something  they  were  urgently 
m  need  of.     Swift,  as  every  one    knows,    triumphed. 
One  Lord-Lieutenant  had  to  resign  ;  another  had  to 
yield.     The  Government  had  to  put  up  with  a  loss 
of  credit.     The  country  had  to  put  up  with  the  loss  of 
a  much-wanted  currency.     Angry  feeling  was  roused 
on  all  sides,  and  so  far  as  I  know,  no  good  was  done 


BIOGRAPHICAL   INTRODUCTION.  lv 

to  any  human  being.  Now,  I  am  far  from  denying 
that,  in  the  course  he  thus  took,  Swift  was  partly 
animated  by  a  disinterested  hatred  of  the  monstrous 
injustice  to  which  Ireland  was  habitually  subjected  by 
England.  What  I  wish  to  point  out  is  that,  while  he 
belongs  to  the  large  class  of  Irish  politicians  whose 
chief  public  motive  is  a  desire  to  avenge  the  wrongs 
of  their  country,  Berkeley  belongs  to  the  very  small 
class  whose  first  desire  is  to  remedy  her  woes. 

Their  respective  claims  on  the  general  gratitude 
were  acknowledged  as  might  have  been  expected. 
Berkeley,  who  in  single-minded  sincerity  had  pointed 
out  the  true  course  of  national  improvement,  lived 
unknown  and  died  unlamented  by  the  mass  of  his 
countrymen  ;  even  in  his  own  neighbourhood  and 
among  his  own  people,  the  memory  of  him  did  not 
long  survive  his  departure.  Swift  pursued  a  different 
course  and  underwent  a  different  fate.  If  he  did  not 
love  the  people  among  whom  he  was  compelled  to 
live,  at  least  he  hated  their  enemies.  Though  he  did 
nothing  to  mitigate  their  sufferings,  he  embodied  and 
gave  effect  to  their  passions.  Therefore  he  became 
the  idol  of  the  mob.  Their  pathetic  fidelity  never 
wavered  through  his  years  of  inaction,  sickness,  and 
idiocy.  His  death  was  an  occasion  of  public  mourning, 
and  his  memory  still  lives  as  that  of  one  of  Ireland's 
greatest  patriots. 

Soon  after  Berkeley  had  published  the  last  instal- 
ment of  the  "  Querist,"  his  thoughts  were  drawn  from 
the  general  and  chronic  miseries  of  the  country  to  the 
acute  calamities  of  his  own  district.  The  terrible 
winter  of  1739-40  was  followed  by  famine,  famine 
was  followed  by  disease,  and    Berkeley's  mind   was 
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actively  turned  towards  the  discovery  of  expedients 
for  mitigating  both  these  evils.  It  so  happened  that 
his  American  experience  had  made  him  acquainted 
with  tar  water,  i.e.,  water  containing  the  soluble  con- 
stituents of  tar.  With  characteristic  enthusiasm  he 
now  took  up  the  idea  that  this  simple  medicine  was, 
if  not  a  cure,  at  least  a  palliation  for  most  of  the 
physical  ills  to  which  flesh  is  heir.  He  dosed  himself, 
his  children,  and  his  neighbours  with  it.  He  inves- 
tigated the  best  method  of  making  and  administering 
it.  He  induced  his  friend  Prior  to  assist  in  advertising 
its  merits ;  and  he  recommended  it  to  the  world  in 
the  most  singular  treatise  which  has  probably  ever 
proceeded  from  the  pen  of  an  Anglican  divine.  "Siris," 
as  it  is  called,  was  written  when  its  author  was  oc- 
cupied half  in  treating  his  sick,  and  half  in  the  lofty, 
but  somewhat  vague  speculations  dear  to  him  in  his 
later  years.  The  book  accordingly  takes  its  whole 
character  from  these  strangely-assorted  sources  of 
inspiration.  It  begins  by  enumerating  the  diseases 
for  which  tar  water  may  be  successfully  prescribed  ; 
and  few  inventors  of  quack  remedies,  I  should  imagine, 
have  presumed  further  upon  the  public  credulity  than 
did  Berkeley,  in  all  good  faith,  when  he  published  this 
imposing  catalogue.  Consumption,  erysipelas,  ulcers, 
dropsy,  asthma,  pleurisy,  gout,  fevers,  small-pox,  and 
all  inflammations,  are  some  of  the  maladies  which  this 
panacea  was  expected  to  cure.  Little  more  than  a 
third  of  the  treatise,  however,  is  devoted  to  this 
wondrous  drug.  By  a  rapid  transition  at  the  end  of 
the  119th  section,  Berkeley  leaves  tar  water  and 
plunges  into  chemistry  ;  from  chemistry  he  ascends 
easily  to  physics  ;  from  physics  to  metaphysics  ;  from 
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metaphysics  to  theology;  so  that  when  the  astonished 
reader  reaches  the  end  of  the  book  he  finds  that  he  has, 
step  by  step,  been  led  from  the  purely  utilitarian,  if 
not  vulgar,  topics  with  which  it  began,  to  the  airiest 
heights  of  mystical  philosophy. 

The  destiny  of  "  Siris  "  has  been  as  remarkable  as 
are  its  contents.  It  had  an  immediate  success  far 
exceeding  that  of  any  other  of  its  author's  works. 
Horace  Walpole  wrote  about  this  time:  "We  are  now 
mad  about  the  water,  on  the  publication  of  a  book 
written  by  Dr.  Berkeley,  Bishop  of  Cloyne.  The  book 
contains  every  subject  from  tar  water  to  the  Trinity  ; 
however,  all  the  women  read  it  and  understand  it  no 
more  than  if  it  were  intelligible.  A  man  came  into 
an  apothecary's  shop  the  other  day  :  '  Do  you  sell  tar 
water  ?  '  '  Tar  water  ? '  replied  the  apothecary,  '  why, 
I  sell  nothing  else  ! ' "  Three  editions  were  called  for 
in  the  year  of  its  publication ;  two  more  soon  followed. 
It  was  translated  into  French  and  into  German.  The 
remedy  it  recommended  became  the  fashion,  and  the 
doctors  trembled  for  their  monopoly.  Since  then,  times 
have  changed.  Tar  water,  so  suddenly  elevated  to  the 
dignity  of  a  universal  medicine,  has  again  sunk  to  the 
position  of  the  humblest  drug  in  the  Pharmacopeia. 
But  the  philosophy  of  the  book,  which  before  was  only 
rendered  palatable  by  its  medicine,  has  now  found  ad- 
mirers for  its  own  sake.  In  the  speculations  of  "Siris," 
later  thinkers  have  seen  not  only  a  development  of  its 
author's  early  philosophy,  but  an  anticipation  of 
systems  which  have  not  even  yet  received  their  final 
expression.  As  in  his  youthful  writings  Berkeley  is 
the  teacher  of  Hume,  so  in  those  of  his  declining  years 
he  is  regarded  as  the  forerunner  of  the  speculative 
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movement  of  which  a  reaction  against  Hume  was  the 
most  notable  cause.  Without  discussing  this  question 
at  length,  I  may  say  that  while  the  actual  value  of 
these  metaphysical  fragments  have,  in  my  judgment, 
been  exaggerated,  their  biographical  interest  is  very 
great.  They  show  a  remarkable  development  in  the 
philosopher,  though  not  a  development  which  has 
been  of  much  value  to  philosophy.  Berkeley's  early 
work  is  distinguished  not  only  by  the  admirable  quali- 
ties of  originality,  lucidity,  and  subtlety,  but  by  a  less 
excellent  characteristic,  which  I  can  only  describe  as 
a  certain  thinness  of  treatment.  At  the  time  when  he 
produced  these  immortal  speculations  he  had  read 
little,  and  felt  little.  No  experience  of  the  weary  en- 
tanglement of  concrete  facts  had  yet  suggested  to  him 
that  a  perfect  solution  of  the  problem  of  the  universe 
is  beyond  our  reach.  He  easily  exaggerated,  therefore, 
the  scope  of  his  discovery,  and  his  youthful  self-con- 
fidence found  no  difficulty  in  believing  that,  by  a 
simple  correction  in  our  theory  of  perception,  all 
puzzles  would  be  unravelled  and  all  mysteries  made 
plain.  Very  different  was  his  attitude  of  mind  when, 
richer  by  thirty  years  of  experience  and  study,  he 
gave  to  the  world  the  fragments  of  his  later  Philo- 
sophy ;  and  the  difference  is  perceptible  on  the  most 
cursory  comparison  of  his  works  at  the  two  dates.  In 
the  "  Principles  of  Human  Knowledge "  its  author 
found  little  occasion  to  mention  previous  systems, 
except  to  express  his  dissent  from  them,  In  "Siris" 
the  appeal  to  authority  is  so  persistent  as  sometimes  to 
become  almost  wearisome.  In  the  "Three  Dialogues" 
he  designs,  so  he  informs  us,  "  plainly  to  demonstrate 
the  reality  and  perfection  of  human  knowledge."     In 
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"Sin's"  he  tells  us  that  "with  respect  to  the  universe 
of  things  we,  in  this  mortal  state,  are  like  men  educated 
in  Plato's  cave,"  and  that  "  we  must  be  satisfied  to 
make  the  best  of  those  glimpses  within  our  reach." 
The  earlier  works  are  remarkable  for  the  easy  confi- 
dence of  their  reasoning,  the  clearness  and  definiteness 
of  their  conclusions.  In  "  Siris  "  there  is  little  that 
deserves  the  name  of  argument,  and  its  teaching  is 
mystical  and  ill-defined.  It  is  as  if  by  the  same  intel- 
lectual light,  which  in  his  youth  he  had  concentrated 
with  such  admirable  results  on  a  restricted  area,  he 
strove,  in  his  later  years,  to  explore  the  vast  and 
shadowy  spaces  in  which  the  sages  of  the  ancient 
world  had  vainly  sought  for  Absolute  Truth,  but 
found  that  the  rays  which  formerly  yielded  such 
definite  images  now  showed  only  in  faint  and  doubtful 
outline  the  eternal  framework  on  which,  as  Berkeley 
thought,  is  reared  the  fleeting  world  of  sense. 

It  is  rather,  therefore,  the  spirit  in  which  "  Siris  "  is 
written,  than  its  direct  teaching,  which  appeals  to 
the  sympathy  of  the  modern  reader.  Its  fragmentary 
character,  its  uncritical  wealth  of  erudition,  the  crude- 
ness  of  its  science,  and  the  incompleteness  of  its  philo- 
sophy, are  easily  forgiven,  on  account  of  its  suggestive- 
ness,  the  large  toleration  it  displays  towards  widely- 
different  modes  of  thought,  and  a  certain  quality  of 
moral  elevation  and  speculative  diffidence  alien  both 
to  the  literature  and  the  life  of  the  eighteenth  century. 
The  whole  book  is,  in  truth,  an  anachronism.  It  draws 
its  inspiration  sometimes  from  the  Neo-platonists, 
sometimes,  even,  from  the  alchemists,  while  some- 
times it  foreshadows  metaphysical  systems  still  in 
process  of  formation.     But  if  its  mystical  speculations 
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were  not  in  harmony  with  an  age  taught  by  Voltaire 
and  Hume,  neither  were  such  reflections  as  the  follow- 
ing likely  to  suit  the  taste  of  a  nation  governed  by 
Walpole  or  Newcastle  : 

"  Whatever  the  world  thinks,  he  who  hath  not  much 
meditated  upon  God,  the  human  soul,  and  the  summum 
bonum,  may  possibly  make  a  thriving  earthworm,  but 
will  most  indubitably  make  a  sorry  patriot  and  a 
sorry  statesman." 

By  utterances  such  as  these  Berkeley  spiritually 
severed  himself  from  a  generation  not  much  given  to 
meditation — at  least  in  his  fashion — either  upon  God, 
the  soul,  or  the  summum  bonum.  But  his  work  in  it 
was  nearly  done.  The  last  years  at  Cloyne  were 
overshadowed  by  increasing  infirmities  and  domestic 
losses.1  Less  and  less  able  for  business,  anxious  only 
for  repose,  he  turned  again  to  his  early  dream  of  a  life 
spent  in  academic  retirement.  Though  it  does  not 
appear  that  he  had  Oxford  friends,  he  had  seen  Oxford 
many  years  before,  and  the  external  aspect  of  the 
place  (in  1752  much  the  best  part  of  it)  had  lingered 
in  his  memory  as  that  of  a  spot  where  such  a  dream 
might  well  be  fulfilled.  Thither,  accordingly,  he 
removed,  1752.  The  change  of  air  seemed  at  first  to 
benefit  him.  He  was  able  to  superintend  the  republica- 
tion of  some  of  his  earlier  works,  and  was  in  better 
health  than  he  had  been  for  some  years.  But  the  end 
came  suddenly.  On  the  14th  of  January,  1753,  in  the 
midst  of  his  family,  without  warning  and  without  pain, 
he  passed  away:  leaving  behind  him  writings  which 
will  perpetuate  his  fame  as  one  of  the  most  admirable 

1  His  second  son,  William,  died  in  1751  at  the  age  of 
sixteen. 
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of  English  philosophers,  and  the  memory  of  a  char- 
acter not,  I  think,  to  be  surpassed  in  individuality,  or 
in  charm,  by  any  recorded  in  the  history  of  English 
men  of  letters. 

Arthur  James  Balfour. 
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[These  two  tracts  formed  Berkeley's  first  published  matter.  They  ap- 
peared anonymously  in  1707,  written  in  Latin.  They  cannot  be  said 
to  have  any  value  other  than  the  author's  name  gives  them.  The 
translation  used  here  is  that  of  the  Rev.  G.  N.  Wright  ("Works  of 
Berkeley",  1843).] 


DEDICATION. 

To  that  very  promising  youth,  William  Palliser,  the 
only  son  of  the  most  reverend  the  Archbishop  of  Cashel, 
endowed  with  genius,  sagacity,  and  learning  beyond  his 
years,  and  born  with  every  quality  suited  to  afford  some 
great  light  and  increase  to  the  sciences,  this  treatise  on 
arithmetic  is,  as  a  small  pledge  of  devoted  attachment, 
offered  and  dedicated  by 

THE  AUTHOR. 


PREFACE. 

PERCEIVE  and  regret,  that  most  votaries  of  mathe- 
A  matical  science  are  blindfolded  on  the  very  threshold. 
Inasmuch  as  the  mode  of  learning  mathematics,  at  least  with 
us,  first  to  apply  to  arithmetic,  then  geometry,  then  algebra ; 
and  as  we  read  Tacquet's  arithmetic,  which  no  one  can 
thoroughly  understand  without  having  some  knowledge  of 
algebra,  it  hence  happens,  that  most  students  in  mathematics, 
whilst  they  carefully  and  successfully  master  the  demonstra- 
tions of  theorems  of  inferior  utility,  leave  untouched  the 
principles  and  reasonings  of  arithmetical  operations,  though 
these  last  are  of  such  efficacy  and  value,  that  they  give  the 
most  important  aid,  not  only  to  other  branches  of  mathe- 
matics, but  to  the  interests  of  men  of  all  denominations. 
Wherefore  if  any  one,  after  a  mathematical  course,  turn  his 
attention  back  to  Tacquet's.  work,  he  will  observe  many 
things  demonstrated  in  an  obscure  manner,  so  as  not  so 
much  to  enlighten  as  to  force  conviction  on  the  mind,  being 
environed  with  a  repulsive  array  of  porisms  and  theorems. 

Nor  has  any  one  else,  that  I  am  aware  of,  demonstrated 
the  rules  of  arithmetic  without  the  aid  of  algebra.  Thinking, 
then,  that  it  would  be  of  service  to  beginners  if  I  should  set 
forth  my  thoughts  on  these  subjects,  I  now  publish  them, 
after  they  have  almost  all  been  kept  by  me  for  nearly  three 
years.  Now  as  I  have  not  only  given  the  rules  for  working 
questions,  but  also  the  demonstrations  of  those  rules,  drawn 
from  the  proper  and  genuine  principles  of  arithmetic,  some 
will  perhaps  be  surprised  that  this  treatise  is  of  less  size  than 
the  common  works  on  arithmetic,  though  they  contain 
merely  the  practice.  The  reason  of  this  is  that  I  have  been 
very  brief,  both  as  regards  precept  and  example,  in  explain- 
ing the  "wherefore"  of  operations,  on  which  writers  on 
arithmetic  are,  in  general,  very  tedious  :  and  yet  this  brevity, 
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as  I  hope,  has  not  caused  any  obscurity.  For  although  the 
blind  require  that  a  guide  should  lead  them  by  the  hand  at 
every  step,  yet  for  one  proceeding  by  the  clear  light  of 
demonstration,  it  is  sufficient  to  be  furnished  with  even  a 
slender  clue.  Wherefore  I  am  anxious,  that  all  votaries  of 
mathematics  should  apply  their  minds  to  master  the  reasons 
and  grounds  of  the  rules  of  arithmetic. 

This  is  not  so  difficult  as  some  might  suppose.  The 
demonstrations  here  brought  forward  are,  if  I  mistake  not, 
easy  at  once  and  concise,  nor  are  the  principles  drawn  from 
any  other  quarter ;  nothing  borrowed  from  algebra  or  Euclid 
is  taken  for  granted  here  ;  I  always  prefer  to  prove  an  opera- 
tion by  obvious  and  familiar  reasoning  a  priori,  than  to  have 
recourse  to  an  argumentiim  ad  absurdutn,  by  means  of  a 
tedious  chain  of  consecutive  demonstrations.  I  have  en- 
deavoured to  derive  the  theory  of  square  and  cube  roots 
from  the  nature  itself  of  arithmetical  involution,  which,  in 
my  opinion,  seems  better  suited  to  explain  complicated  ex- 
traction of  roots,  than  what  is  generally  applied  to  this  pur- 
pose from  the  second  book  of  Euclid,  or  from  the  analysis 
of  algebraical  powers.  The  common  rule  for  the  alligation 
of  various  things  is  demonstrated  with  difficulty  and  in  par- 
ticular instances.  I  have  therefore  substituted  for  it  one  of 
my  own,  which  scarcely  needs  demonstration.  I  have  re- 
jected "the  rule  of  false,"  as  it  is  ineffectual  and  nearly 
useless. 

I  have  copied  no  one ;  I  have  trespassed  on  the  intellec- 
tual stores  of  none.  For  my  original  purpose  was  to  deduce 
the  rules  of  arithmetical  operations  from  their  principles  for 
my  own  amusement  and  exercise,  and  so  to  employ  my 
leisure  hours.  I  could  not  on  this  occasion,  without  justly 
incurring  the  charge  of  ingratitude,  omit  mention  of  the 
name  of  the  Rev.  John  Hall,  doctor  of  divinity,  Vice-Provost 
of  this  college,  and  the  worthy  professor  of  Hebrew.  To 
that  excellent  man  I  acknowledge  my  obligations  on  many 
accounts,  and  not  the  least,  that  by  his  exhortations  I  was 
excited  to  the  delightful  study  of  mathematics. 

I  have  now  explained  my  aim :  impartial  judges  will 
decide  how  far  I  have  attained  it.  To  their  candid  examina- 
tion I  cheerfully  submit  these  first-fruits  of  my  studies,  little 
regarding  what  sciolists  or  the  malignant  may  think. 
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CHAPTER   I. 

OF   NOTATION    AND   THE   STATEMENT   OF  NUMBERS. 

THERE  are  nine  numeral  signs  i,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9, 
employed  with  the  cypher  (o)  for  expressing  unlimited 
classes  of  numbers.  The  whole  of  this  contrivance  depends 
on  the  value  of  these  signs  increasing  in  a  tenfold  proportion. 
The  series  of  numbers  rising  in  value  according  to  that 
law  is  divided  into  members  or  periods  for  convenience  of 
statement.     The  subjoined  table  will  completely  explain  this  : 


Series  of  Numeral  Signs. 


Hundreds 

Tens 

Units  . 

Hundreds 

Tens    . 

Units 

Hundreds 

Tens 

Units   . 

Hundreds 

Tens     . 

Units 

Hundreds 

Tens 

Units   . 

Hundreds 

Tens     . 

Units 

Hundreds 

Tens 

Units         \ 

Unesimal  J 


of  Quintillions. 

Quadrillions. 

Trillions. 

Billions. 

Millions. 

Thousands. 

Integers. 
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Decimal I  <-  parts. 

Centesimal J  . 

Unesimal 1  <-a 

Decimal J-  g£  Thousandths. 

Centesimal J  , 

Unesimal I  vo 

Decimal J-  «  Millionths. 

Centesimal I 

Unesimal | 

Decimal j-  'o  Billionths. 

Centesimal J 

Unesimal | 

Decimal J-  iSl  Trillionths. 

Centesimal I  M 

Unesimal |  * 

Decimal J-  "o  Quadrillionths. 

Centesimal J  *" 

in  which  is  exhibited  a  series  of  numeral  signs,  set  forth  by 
threes,  the  members  or  periods  advancing  in  thousandfold 
proportion,  and  the  places  in  tenfold  proportion.  For  in- 
stance, the  figure  in  the  units  place,  and  marked  by  a  point 
placed  under  it,  denotes  seven  individuals,  integral,  or  con- 
sidered at  least  as  integral ;  the  next  number  on  the  right 
hand,  three  tenth  parts  of  that  integer,  and  the  number 
which  immediately  precedes  it  denotes  four  tens  of  the  same 
integers,  and  in  this  tenfold  proportion  each  place  exceeds 
that  following  it,  and  is  exceeded  by  that  preceding  it. 

Still  further,  since  by  an  infinite  multiplication  and  division 
of  units,  the  series  of  signs  is  infinitely  extended  in  each 
direction,  from  the  units  place,  and  so  innumerable  places 
for  expressing  their  exact  value,  there  is  need  merely  of  the 
continual  repetition  of  three  numbers,  provided  that  each 
collection  of  threes,  or  period,  be  designated  by  its  own 
name,  as  is  the  case  in  the  table ;  for,  in  proceeding  from 
the  units  place,  towards  the  left,  the  first  period  marks  units, 
or  integers,  the  second  thousands,  the  third  millions,  the 
fourth  billions,  and  so  on.  In  the  same  way,  preserving  the 
analogy,  in  the  periods  descending  below  units,  first  occur 
the  parts  simply,  then  thousandths,  then  millionths,  then 
billionths,  and  so  on  ;  and  these  last  are  to  be  divided  into 
unesimal  or  unit  parts,  tenths,  hundredths,  the  others  to  be 
collected  into  units,  tens,  hundreds. 

If  then  we  wish  to  state  the  number  expressed  by  any 
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figure  of  the  series,  we  must,  ist,  note  the  simple  value  of 
the  figure  ;  2nd,  the  value  of  the  place  ;  lastly,  of  the  period. 
For  instance,  let  the  number  selected  be  9,  in  the  fifth  period 
towards  the  left.  The  figure,  taken  simply,  has  the  value  of 
nine ;  in  consequence  of  its  place,  it  has  the  value  of  nine 
tens ;  and  in  consequence  of  its  period,  of  nine  tens  of 
trillions.  Let  5  be  chosen  in  the  third  period  :  taken  simply, 
it  signifies  five ;  in  consequence  of  its  place,  five  units ;  in 
consequence  of  its  period,  five  units  of  millions,  or  five 
millions.  In  the  second  period  below  unit,  let  8  be  chosen  : 
the  simple  value  of  the  figure  is  eight :  in  consequence  of  its 
place,  eight  hundredths  ;  in  consequence  of  its  period,  eight 
hundredths  of  thousandths. 

If  the  number  to  be  stated  have  not  words  affixed,  to 
denote  the  value  of  the  periods  and  of  the  places,  it  should 
be  pointed  into  threes  towards  the  right  and  left,  from  the 
units  place,  and  then  should  be  expressed  by  the  name 
assigned  to  the  place  and  period.  For  instance,  let  the 
numbers  proposed  be  73,480,195.  The  figures  being  divided 
into  periods,  I  first  inquire  what  is  the  value  of  the  figure  in 
the  first  place  on  the  left,  which,  since  it  is  in  the  second 
place  of  the  third  period,  is  seven  tens  of  millions ;  but 
since  the  numbers  advance  in  tenfold  proportion,  the  value 
of  the  first  figure  being  known,  the  values  of  the  rest  follow 
in  due  order.  We  shall  therefore  thus  express  the  proposed 
number  :  seven  tens,  and  three  units  of  millions ;  four  hun- 
dreds, and  eight  tens  of  thousands ;  one  hundred,  nine  tens, 
and  five  units :  or  more  concisely,  seventy-three  millions, 
four  hundred  and  eighty  thousand,  a  hundred  and  ninety- 
five.  Hence  we  perceive  that  a  cypher,  though  in  itself  of 
no  value,  must  of  necessity  be  expressed,  for  the  purpose  of 
assigning  a  proper  place  to  each  figure. 

There  will  be  no  difficulty  in  writing  and  expressing  the 
largest  numbers,  if  due  attention  be  given  to  what  has  been 
just  laid  down,  an  acquaintance  with  which  will  also  after- 
wards be  of  the  greatest  importance  ;  for  nature  itself  teaches 
us  the  way  of  working  arithmetical  questions  on  the  fingers, 
but  there  is  need  of  science  to  perform  these  operations 
accurately,  with  respect  to  greater  numbers ;  all  turning 
upon  this,  that  whereas  the  limited  nature  of  our  faculties 
does  not  permit  the  work  to  be  done  at  once,  and  with  a 
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single  effort,  we  divide  it  into  various  operations,  by  sepa- 
rately inquiring  the  aggregate  or  sum,  the  difference,  the 
product,  and  then  combining  them,  express  the  ultimate  sum 
total,  remainder,  or  product ;  the  whole  reason  and  contriv- 
ance of  the  operations  resulting  from  the  simple  progression 
of  the  places,  and  being  ultimately  founded  on  it. 

N.B. — I  am  aware  that  some  arithmeticians  divide  the 
series  otherwise  than  I  do ;  for  compounding  the  denomina- 
tions, they  use  sixes  instead  of  threes.  But  as  others a  follow 
the  method  pursued  by  me,  I  have  thought  it  advisable  to 
retain  it  as  simpler. 

■ 
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CHAP.   II. 


In  addition,  the  sum  of  two  or  more  numbers  is  required ; 
to  obtain  which  the  numbers  to  be  added  should  be  set 
down,  so  that  units  should  be  placed  under  units,  tens  under 
tens,  and  decimal  parts  under  decimals,  and  so  forth.  On 
this  account,  when  decimal  parts  are  added,  the  units  place 
should  be  marked  by  the  insertion  of  a  comma.  Then  com- 
mencing from  the  right,  the  figures  in  the  first  place  should 
be  added,  and  if  any  tens  result,  they  should  be  carried  over 
to  the  next  place,  and  be  added  to  the  sum  of  the  figures  of 
that  place,  the  tens  which  belong  to  the  next  place  being 
reserved,  and  so'' the  process  should  be  continued.  For 
instance,  in  the  first  example  of  the  operations  below,  9  and 
5  make  14 ;  I  therefore  reserve  the  10  and  proceed  with  the 
4;  4  and  8  make  12,  therefore  I  reserve  the  10,  and  going 
on  to  the  next  place  I  find  6,  to  which  I  add  2,  on  account  of 
the  tens  reserved  in  the  first  place ;  and  as  8  and  2  make  10, 
I  reserve  that,  and  set  down  the  1  which  remains,  and  pro- 
ceed in  the  same  way. 


1  For  instance,  the  celebrated  Wallis  in  his  "Universal  Mathesis," 
and  Father  Lamy,  in  his  ' '  Elements  of  Mathematics. 


IO 
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i 

2  O  I  8* 

Addend.           8'2  2'5* 

4369 

523.9702 

Si-35 
60,2005 

£   s.  d. 

7    8    9 
3  12    5 
072 

Sum     |   1  4  6  1  2        j     665,5207 

11    8    4 

If  the  things  to  be  summed  up  be  of  different  kinds,  we 
should  proceed  in  the  same  way,  taking  into  account,  how- 
ever, the  proportions  according  to  which  the  different  de- 
nominations advance.  For  instance,  the  denominations  of 
pounds,  shillings,  and  pence,  do  not  advance  as  those  of 
numbers;  for  12  pence,  not  10  pence,  make  a  shilling:  20 
shillings,  and  not  10  shillings,  make  a  pound.  On  this 
account,  in  adding  such  quantities,  instead  of  tens,  twelves 
should  be  carried  from  the  pence,  twenties  should  be  carried 
from  the  shillings  to  the  next  place. 


CHAP.   III. 


ON   SUBTRACTION. 


In  subtraction,  the  difference  of  two  numbers  is  required, 
or  what  remains  after  one  has  been  taken  from  the  other ; 
for  ascertaining  which  the  less  quantity  of  each  denomination 
should  be  placed  under  the  greater ;  then  beginning  from  the 
right,  the  first  denomination  of  the  quantity  to  be  subtracted 
is  to  be  taken  from  that  written  above  it,  and  the  remainder 
set  down  below,  and  the  work  continued  in  this  way  until  the 
whole  subtraction  be  effected. 

If,  however,  it  should  happen  that  any  number  be  too 
small  to  admit  of  the  lower  quantity  being  taken  from  it, 
such  upper  number  should  be  increased  by  ten,  that  is,  by 
a  unit  borrowed  from  the  next  place. 

Let  it  be  required  to  subtract  1189  from  32034;  the 
numbers  being  set  down  as  in  the  adjoined  example,  I  set 
about  subtracting  the  first  figure  9  from  the  4  placed  over 
it ;  but  as  4  does  not  even  once  contain  9,  a  ten  must  be 
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II 


added  to  it,  so  as  to  make  14,  and  then  9  taken  from  14 
leaves  5.  Proceeding  then  to  the  left,  I  have  to  subtract  8 
from  2,  not  from  3,  because  we  should  take  into  account  the 
ten  which  has  been  borrowed,  and  as  8  cannot  be  subtracted 
from  2,  I  subtract  it  from  12,  and  4  remains.  The  next 
figure  of  the  quantity  to  be  subtracted  is  1,  which,  however, 
cannot  be  subtracted  from  nothing  or  o  ;  in  place  of  the 
cipher  o  I  use  9  ;  now  I  use  9  because  the  ten  which  is 
borrowed  must  be  diminished  by  the  unit  which  has  been 
added  to  the  preceding  figure;  continuing  the  process  in  this 
manner,  1  taken  from  1  leaves  nothing.  Finally,  the  sub- 
traction being  completed,  3  remain,  which  I  set  down 
below. 

In  a  similar  manner,  the  subtraction  of  different  denomi- 
nations is  effected :  only  we  should  observe  that  ten  is  not 
necessarily  to  be  used,  but  such  a  number  as  declares  how 
many  of  the  denominations  in  question  are  in  the  next  de- 
nomination, and  this  number  should  be  borrowed  to  supply 
the  defect  of  any  particular  figure. 


Subtract. 

32°34 
1 189 

7329,645 
3042,100 

£  s.  d.    J 

4     8     3 
2    6    5 

Rem. 

30845         j     4287,545            2     1   10 

N.B. — From  what  has  been  here  laid  down,  it  is  plain  that 
the  science  of  arithmetic,  as  far  as  we  have  treated  it,  consists 
in  doing  in  detail  that  which  cannot  be  done  at  once ;  and 
that  the  reason  of  reserving  tens  in  addition,  and  of  borrow- 
ing them  in  subtraction,  altogether  depends  on  the  tenfold 
advance  in  the  value  of  the  places. 


CHAP.    IV. 

ON  MULTIPLICATION. 


In  multiplication  the  multiplicand  is  taken  as  often  as  the 
multiplier  requires ;  or  in  other  words,  a  number  is  sought 
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bearing  the  same  ratio  to  the  multiplicand  that  the  mul- 
tiplier does  to  unity.  That  number  is  called  the  product, 
or  rectangle ;  the  factors  or  sides  of  which  are  called  respec- 
tively, the  multiplicand,  and  the  number  by  which  it  is 
multiplied. 

For  finding  the  product  of  two  numbers,  the  multiplying 
number  being  written  under  the  multiplicand,  this  last  should 
be  multiplied  by  each  figure  of  the  former,  beginning  from 
the  right  hand :  the  first  figure  of  the  product  should  be 
written  directly  under  the  multiplying  figure,  and  the  rest  in 
order  towards  the  left. 

The  multiplication  being  finished,  the  several  products 
should  be  collected  into  one  sum,  the  number  of  decimal 
places  in  which  should  be  equal  to  those  in  both  the 
factors. 

Let  30,94  be  the  number  to  be  multiplied  by  26,5.  Five 
times  4  produce  20,  the  first  figure  of  which  (o)  I  place 
under  the  multiplying  figure  (5),  and  carry  the  remaining  2  ; 
then  5  multiplied  into  9  produces  45  ;  5  with  the  2  carried 
make  7,  which  I  set  down,  carrying  4  to  the  next  place,  and 
so  on. 


30.94 
26,5 

528S6 
24 

6000 
56 

36 

30 

IS470 
18^64 
61S8 

211544 
105772 

Prod.  tot. 

819,910     1269264  '    336000 

I 

As  there  is  a  twofold  value  of  each  number,  this  should  be 
taken  into  account,  so  that  the  multiplication  be  rightly 
effected,  that  is,  that  each  figure  be  multiplied  as  well 
according  to  the  simple  value  of  the  multiplying  figure, 
as  according  to  that  which  it  has  from  its  place.  Hence  the 
figure  of  each  respective  product  is  written  under  the  multi- 
plying figure.  For  instance,  in  the  multiplier  of  the  second 
example,  the  figure  2  has  the  value,  not  of  2  units,  but  of  2 
tens ;  therefore,  when  multiplied  into  6,  the  first  figure  of 
the  multiplicand,  it  will  produce,  not  12  units,  but  12  tens; 


\ 
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therefore,  the  first  figure  of  the  product  should  be  set  down 
in  the  place  of  tens,  that  is,  directly  under  the  multiplying 
figure  2. 

For  the  same  reason,  when  there  are  (decimal)  parts  in 
the  factors,  the  number  produced  by  the  multiplication  of 
the  first  figure  of  the  multiplier  into  the  first  of  the  mul- 
tiplicand, is  to  be  removed  as  far  below  the  multiplied 
figure  as  the  multiplier  is  to  the  right  hand  below  unity ;  so 
that  as  many  (decimal)  places  in  the  entire  product  are  to  be 
marked  off  as  there  were  in  both  factors. 

N.B. — If  there  be  ciphers  continuously  to  the  right  of  each 
or  of  both  factors,  the  multiplication  should  be  performed  on 
the  other  figures  merely,  and  the  ciphers  afterwards  annexed 
to  the  entire  product ;  for  since  the  places  advance  in  value 
in  a  tenfold  proportion,  it  is  clear  that  a  number  becomes 
tenfold,  a  hundredfold,  a  thousandfold  itself,  if  it  be  advanced 
one,  two,  or  three  places. 


CHAP.   V. 

ON   DIVISION. 

Division  is  the  reverse  of  multiplication,  its  object  being  to 
resolve  or  divide  that  quantity  which  the  latter  produces. 
The  number  found  by  division  is  called  the  quotient,  because 
it  declares  how  often  the  dividend  contains  the  divisor,  or, 
what  is  the  same,  the  ratio  of  the  dividend  to  the  divisor, 
or  finally,  the  part  of  the  dividend  denominated  from  the 
divisor. 

In  division,  having  written  down  the  dividend  and  divisor, 
as  in  the  first  of  the  subjoined  examples,  commencing  from 
the  left,  that  part  of  the  dividend  containing  the  divisor,  or 
having  the  least  excess  above  the  containing  number,  should 
be  marked  off  by  a  point.  I  mean  in  this  instance  the 
simple  values.  It  should  then  be  ascertained  how  often  the 
divisor  is  contained  in  that  member  of  the  dividend,  and  the 
resulting  number  will  be  the  first  figure  of  the  quotient ;  the 
divisor  should  then  be  multiplied  into  the  figure  thus  found, 
and  the  product  subtracted  from  the  member  of  the  dividend, 
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and  the  remainder  set  down  below ;  to  which  should 
be  annexed  the  next  figure  of  the  dividend,  and  a  new 
dividend  thus  obtained,  from  whence  must  be  ascertained 
the  next  figure  of  the  quotient,  which  being  multiplied  into 
the  divisor,  and  the  product  subtracted  from  the  dividend 
just  divided,  the  remainder  with  the  next  figure  of  the  original 
dividend  annexed  will  form  a  new  member,  and  so  on,  until 
the  operation  is  finished.  The  decimal  places  of  the  divisor 
being  then  subtracted  from  those  in  the  dividend,  the 
remainder  will  indicate  what  number  of  places  should  be  in 
the  quotient ;  but  if  this  subtraction  be  not  feasible,  so 
many  decimal  cyphers  should  be  added  to  the  dividend  as 
are  necessary. 

If,  after  the  division  has  been  completed,  there  should  be 
a  remainder,  by  adding  decimal  cyphers  the  division  can  be 
continued  until  either  nothing  remain,  or  it  be  so  minute 
that  it  need  not  be  taken  into  account,  or  the  remaining 
figures  may  be  set  down  and  the  divisor  under  them. 

If  both  the  dividend  and  divisor  end  in  cyphers,  an  equal 
number  of  these  should  be  struck  off  in  both :  but  if  the 
divisor  alone  end  in  cyphers  they  should  not  be  taken  into 
account  in  the  operation,  but  the  same  number  of  the  last 
figures  of  the  dividend  should  be  struck  off,  and  at  the  end 
of  the  work  set  down,  a  line  drawn  below  them,  and  the 
divisor  written  underneath. 

Let  it  be  required  to  divide  45832  by  67.  Since  the 
divisor  is  greater  than  45  let  another  figure  be  added,  and 
the  member  taken  for  division  be  458,  which  I  separate 
from  the  rest  of  the  dividend  by  a  point.  6  is  contained  in 
45  seven  times,  with  three  remainder ;  but,  as  7  is  not  also 
contained  seven  times  in  38,  the  quotient  must  be  taken  less. 
Let  6  therefore  be  taken ;  and,  as  6  is  contained  6  times  in 
45  and  9  remains,  and  98  contains  7  six  times,  the  first 
figure  of  the  quotient  should  be  6.  This,  multiplied  into 
the  divisor,  produces  a  subtrahend  402,  which  being  taken 
from  458,  there  will  be  a  remainder  56;  to  which  I  annex  3, 
the  next  figure  of  the  dividend,  by  which  means  a  new 
dividend  is  formed  563,  which  I  divide  as  the  former,  and 
find  8  for  the  second  figure  of  the  quotient ;  and,  as  8  mul- 
tiplied into  67  produces  536,  I  subtract  this  from  563,  and, 
adding  to  the  remainder  2,  the  next  figure  of  the  dividend,  I 
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obtain  272  as  a  new  dividend,  which,  when  divided,  gives  4, 
which,  being  first  set  down  in  the  quotient,  and  then  mul- 
tiplied into  the  divisor,  and  the  product  subtracted  from 
272,  there  remains  4,  which  should  be  annexed  to  the 
quotient,  a  line  being  drawn  under  it,  and  the  divisor  then 
written  below  it. 

The  operation  is  more  speedy  when  the  subtraction  im- 
mediately follows  the  multiplication  of  each  figure,  and  the 
multiplication  proceeds  from  left  to  right.  For  instance,  let 
it-  be  proposed  to  divide  12 199980  by  156,  as  in  the  third 
example;  the  divisor  being  written  under  12 19,  the  first 
member  of  the  dividend,  it  is  plain  that  the  one  is  contained 
7  times  in  the  other ;  and,  in  consequence,  7  is  put  down  in 
the  quotient.  Seven  times  1  make  7 ;  which,  being  sub- 
tracted from  12,  I  strike  out  both  the  multiplied  figure  1 
and  12,  the  part  of  the  member  from  which  the  product 
was  subtracted,  setting  down  above  the  remainder  5  ;  then 
I  proceed  to  5,  the  next  figure  of  the  divisor ;  7  multiplied 
into  5  makes  35,  and  35  being  subtracted  from  51,  there 
remains  16,  which  I  write  above  and  strike  out  51  and  5.  I 
then  multiply  7  into  6,  and  the  product  42  being  subtracted 
from  69  there  remain  27,  which  I  set  down,  striking  out  both 
69  and  6,  the  last  figure  of  the  dividend.  The  divisor  being 
now  entirely  struck  out,  I  set  it  down,  moved  one  place  to 
the  right,  and  with  it  I  divide  the  member  written  above  it, 
which  indeed  is  made  up  of  the  remainder  of  the  last  divided 
member  increased  by  the  following  figure.  In  this  way  the 
divisor  should  be  moved  until  it  goes  through  the  whole 
dividend. 


67)458- 32(684^ 
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In  the  next  place  the  reason  of  the  rules  will  be  given  ; 
and  first,  it  is  plain  why  we  should  seek  for  the  quotient  by 
separate  divisions. 

2ndly,  It  may,  for  instance,  be  asked  why,  in  the  example 
above  given,  6  should  be  taken  as  the  quotient  of  the  first 
member,  divided  by  the  divisor ;  for  67  is  contained  in  458 
hundreds,  not  six  times  but  six  hundred  times,  for  they  are 
not  units  but  hundreds,  since  they  are  distant  two  places  to 
the  left  from  units. 

To  this  I  answer,  that  in  reality  not  merely  6  but  600  is 
written  in  the  quotient,  for  two  figures  afterwards  ascertained 
follow  it,  and  thus  the  proper  value  is  assigned  to  the  quotient; 
for  as  many  places  are  set  down  after  each  figure  in  the 
quotient  as  there  are  after  that  member  of  the  dividend  from 
which  they  are  obtained. 

3idly,  Since  each  figure  of  the  quotient  indicates  how  often 
that  member  of  the  dividend  from  which  it  was  obtained 
contains  the  divisor,  it  is  proper  that  the  subtrahend  should 
be  formed  by  multiplying  the  divisor  into  the  figure  last 
found  ;  for  then  the  divisor  is  subtracted  exactly  as  often  as 
it  is  contained  in  the  dividend,  unless  it  should  happen  that 
the  number  last  set  down  in  the  quotient  should  be  too  large 
or  too  small :  if  the  first  be  the  case  the  product  will  be  so 
large  that  it  cannot  be  subtracted ;  if  the  latter  be  the  case, 
then  the  resulting  product  will  be  so  small,  that  after  per- 
forming the  subtraction  the  remainder  will  be  equal  to  or 
greater  than  the  divisor. 

4thly,  The  reason  why  so  many  (decimal)  places  should  be 
marked  off  in  the  quotient  that  with  those  which  are  in  the 
divisor  they  may  be  equal  to  those  in  the  dividend,  is  that 
the  dividend  is  the  product  resulting  from  the  multiplication 
of  the  divisor  into  the  quotient,  and  consequently  it  should 
have  as  many  decimal  places  as  those  two,  as  we  have  shown 
when  treating  of  multiplication. 

5thly,  It  is  clear  that  decimal  cyphers,  annexed  to  the  end 
of  the  dividend,  do  not  affect  its  value ;  for  as  to  the  integers, 
those  which  are  removed  for  the  same  distance  from  the 
units  place,  have  the  same  value,  but  decimals  are  not 
diminished  in  value  unless  the  cyphers  be  placed  before  them. 

6thly,  Since  the  quotient  expresses  or  denominates  the 
ratio  of  the  dividend  to  the  divisor,  it  is  clear,  that  as  long  as 
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that  continues  the  same  the  quotient  must  be  the  same ;  but 
the  common  cyphers,  being  cast  away,  the  ratio  of  the  num- 
bers to  each  other  is  not  in  the  slightest  degree  altered. 
Thus,  for  instance,  200  bears  the  same  ratio  to  100 — that  is, 
200  contains  100  as  often  as  2  contains  1,  which  is  sufficiently 
manifest  by  itself. 


CHAP.   VI. 

ON    FORMING   SQUARES   AND    FINDING   THEIR   ROOTS. 

The  product  of  a  number  multiplied  into  itself  is  called  its 
square  ;  and  the  number  by  the  multiplication  of  which  into 
itself  the  square  is  produced  is  called  the  square  root  or  side ; 
and  the  operation  by  which  we  search  for  the  root  of  the 
given  square  is  called  the  extraction  of  the  square  root;  for 
understanding  which  it  will  be  necessary  to  consider  the 
manner  in  which  the  square  is  produced,  the  parts  of  which 
it  is  composed,  their  order,  and  relative  position.  And  since 
it  is  best  in  acquiring  a  knowledge  of  any  thing  to  proceed 
from  the  simplest  and  easiest,  let  us  commence  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  production  of  a  square,  resulting  from  a 
binomial  root. 

We  should,  in  the  first  place,  closely  consider  what  takes 
place  when  a  number,  consisting  of  two  figures,  is  multiplied 
into  itself.  And  first  it  is  plain  that  the  first  figure  on  the 
right  of  the  root  is  multiplied  into  the  one  placed  above  it, 
that  is,  into  itself,  and  thence  results  the  square  of  the  lesser 
number.  Then,  by  multiplying  the  same  figure  into  the 
next  part  of  the  multiplicand,  a  rectangle  results  contained 
by  both  members  of  the  root.  Having  then  finished  the 
multiplication  of  the  whole  multiplicand  by  the  first  figure  of 
the  root,  we  come  to  the  second,  which,  being  multiplied 
into  the  first  figure  of  the  multiplicand,  there  results  again  a 
rectangle,  contained  under  the  two  figures  of  the  binomial 
root ;  then  the  second  figure  of  the  multiplicand  multiplied 
into  itself,  gives  the  square  of  the  second  member  of  the 
binomial  root.  We  ascertain  from  this  that  any  square  pro- 
duced from  a  binomial  root  consists,  in  the  first  place,  of  the 

1.  c 
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square  of  the  lesser  member ;  in  the  second,  of  double  the 
rectangle  contained  under  the  members ;  in  the  third,  of  the 
square  of  the  greater  member. 

Let  it  be  required  to  square  a  binomial  root,  for  instance, 

23,  according  to  what  has  been  laid  down  in  chap.  iv. 

23    I  first  multiply  3  into  3,  which  gives  9,  as  the  square  of 

—    the  first  member ;  I  secondly  multiply  3  into  2,  the 
69    other  figure  of  the  root,  and  obtain  6,  the  rectangle 

4  contained  by  both  ;  thirdly,  from  2  multiplied  into  3 
arises  a  second  time,  the  rectangle  contained  under  the  mem- 
bers; in  the  fourth  place,  2  multiplied  into  2  produces  4 
the  square  of  the  greater  member. 

Let  us  now  proceed  to  the  production  of  a  square,  from  a 
root  of  three  members.  In  this  operation,  the  first  figure  of 
the  root  multiplied  into  the  whole  root,  produces,  in  the  first 
place,  the  square  of  the  first  member ;  in  the  second  place, 
the  rectangle  contained  under  the  first  and  second  member ; 
in  the  third  place,  the  rectangle  contained  under  the  first  and 
third  member.  Now  for  the  second  figure,  this  multiplied 
into  the  root  gives  first  the  rectangle  contained  under  the  first 
and  second  member ;  secondly,  the  square  of  the  second 
member ;  thirdly,  the  rectangle  contained  under  the  second 
and  third  members.  Lastly,  from  the  third  figure  of  the 
root,  multiplied  into  the  root,  results  first,  the  rectangle  con- 
tained under  the  first  and  third  members ;  secondly,  the  : 
rectangle  contained  under  the  second  and  third  members ; 
and  thirdly,  the  square  of  the  third  member. 

From  this  we  ascertain,  that  a  square,  produced  from  a 
trinomial  root  comprises,  first,  the  square  of  the  first  figure 
of  the  root ;  secondly,  double  the  rectangle  contained  under 
the  first  figure  and  the  two  others ;  in  the  third  place,  the  j 
square  of  the  two  others,  that  is,  the  square  of  each,  and  also 
double  the  rectangle  contained  under  both,  which  we  have 
before  shown,  constitute  the  square  of  the  two  figures. 

In  the  same  way,  it  can  be  shown,  that  the  square  of  four, 
five,  or  any  number  of  figures,  contains,  first,  the  square  of  i 
the  figure  of  lowest  value ;  secondly,  double  the  rectangle  re- 
suiting  from  the  multiplication  of  the  figure  of  lowest  value 
into  all  the  others ;  thirdly,  the  square  of  all  the  other  figures, 
which  itself,  as  is  plain  from  what  has  been  stated,  contains 
the  square  of  the  figure  next  from  the  right,  double  the 
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rectangle  of  that  same  figure  multiplied  into  all  the  others, 
the  square  of  all  the  other  figures,  which  in  the  same  way 
contains  the  square  of  the  third  figure,  two  rectangles  of  it, 
and  the  others,  and  the  square  of  these,  and  so  on,  until  we 
come  to  the  square  of  the  highest  figure  of  the  root. 

The  parts  of  which  the  square  is  composed  being  ascer- 
tained, we  should  next  consider,  concerning  their  arrange- 
ment and  place.  If  therefore,  beginning  from  the  right,  we 
divide  the  square  into  periods  of  twos,  from  the  mode  of 
production  which  we  have  explained  above,  it  is  plain  that 
the  first  member  from  the  left  will  be  occupied  by  the  square 
of  the  first  or  highest  figure,  and  at  the  same  time,  of  that 
portion  of  double  the  rectangle  resulting  from  the  multiplica- 
tion together  of  the  first  and  second  figures,  which  is  redun- 
dant above  the  first  place  of  the  following  period  of  two ; 
that  the  first  place  of  the  second  period  contains  double  the 
rectangle  mentioned,  and  besides  whatever  of  the  square  of 
the  second  figure  is  over ;  that  the  second  contains  the  square 
of  the  second  figure,  and  whatever  is  over  of  double  the 
rectangle  of  the  two  first  figures,  multiplied  into  the  third  as  far 
as  the  lowest  figure  at  the  first  place  of  the  third  two,  and  so  on. 
For  instance,  in  the  annexed  example,  the  first 
member  10  contains  9,  the  square  of  the  first  321 

figure  3,  besides  1  by  which  1 2  (double  the  rect-  32 

angle  of  the  figure  3  multiplied  into  the  follow-  321 

ing  2)  exceeds  the  first  place  of  the  second  642 

member.     The  first  place  of  the  second  two  9^3 

contains  2  (the  remainder  of  the  double  rect-        T„  ^  ,T 
angle  of  the  figures  3  and   2),  and  also  that 
which  is  over  the  next  following  place,  and  so  on,  &c. 

Having  thus  considered  the  formation  of  the  square,  let  us 
proceed   to   its   analysis.     Let   any  number, 
for  instance  103041,  be  proposed,  the  square      10.30.41(321 
root  of  which  is  required.     This   should  be       9 
pointed  off  by  twos,  beginning  from  the  right     ,"     " 
in  case  the  number  be  even,  as  if  otherwise  the       j2-4 

last  member  will  consist  of  but  one  figure.      I       

then  inquire,  what  is  the  greatest  square  con-       64)641 
tained  in  10,  the  first  member  towards  the  °41 

left,  and  3,  the  root  of  this,  is  the  first  figure  ^ 

of  the  root  required,  the  square  of  which  (9)  I 
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subtract  from  (10)  the  member.  From  the  remainder  (i),  with 
(3)  the  first  figure  of  the  following  member  added,  is  formed 
a  dividend  (13),  which  I  divide  by  the  found  figure  doubled 
(6),  the  quotient  (2)  will  be  the  second  figure  of  the  root ; 
which  being  multiplied  first  into  the  divisor,  and  then  into 
itself,  and  the  sum  of  the  product,  taken  so,  however, 
that  the  latter  be  removed  one  place  to  the  right  (124),  I 
take  away  this  from  the  dividend  (13),  increased  by  o,  the 
remaining  figure  of  the  second  member.  To  the  remainder 
6,  I  add  4,  the  first  figure  of  the  third  two,  and  so  a  new 
dividend  (64)  is  produced,  which  being  divided  by  64,  twice 
the  root  already  found,  gives  1,  the  third  of  the  required  root ; 
this  being  then  multiplied  into  itself  and  the  products  added 
up,  I  subtract  the  sum  (641)  from  the  dividend,  increased  by 
the  addition  of  the  other  figure  of  the  third  member,  and  in  this 
way  we  must  proceed  to  whatever  length  the  operation  may 
be  carried. 

If  after  the  last  subtraction  there  be  a  remainder,  it  shows 
that  the  given  number  was  not  a  square ;  however  by  adding 
to  it  decimal  cyphers,  the  operation  can  be  continued  to  any 
extent  thought  desirable. 

If  there  be  any  decimal  places  in  the  number,  for  the  root 
of  which  we  are  searching,  their  number  divided  by  two,  will 
show  how  many  should  be  in  the  root.  The  reason  of  this 
appears  from  chap.  iv. 

The  reason  of  the  mode  of  proceeding  is  quite  clear  from 
what  has  been  stated.  For  as  a  divisor  I  employed  6,  the 
double  of  the  found  figure,  because,  from  the  formation  of 
the  square  as  it  has  been  explained,  I  knew  that  double 
the  rectangle  of  that  figure,  multiplied  into  the  following 
one,  comprised  the  dividend ;  consequently,  if  this  were 
divided  by  the  double  of  one  factor  (3),  that  the  other 
factor  (2),  that  is,  the  next  figure  of  the  root,  could  be  ob- 
tained. So  likewise  I  have  formed  a  subtrahend  from  double 
the  rectangle  of  the  quotient  and  the  divisor  and  the  square 
of  the  quotient  added  together,  because  I  found  that  those 
two  rectangles  and  the  square  were  contained  in  that  order 
in  the  remainder  and  the  following  member  from  which  the 
subtraction  was  made,  and  so  the  evolution  of  the  power  is 
easily  effected  from  its  involution  or  formation. 
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CHAP.    VII. 

CONCERNING  THE  INVOLUTION  AND  EVOLUTION  OF  THE  CUBE. 

The  root  multiplied  into  the  square  produces  the  cube.  To 
prepare  the  way  for  the  analysis  we  should,  as  has  been  done 
in  the  former  chapter,  begin  with  the  composition  of  the 
power.  In  the  production  then  of  the  cube  from  a  binomial 
root,  the  first  member  of  the  root,  in  the  first  place,  meets 
with  its  own  square,  whence  results  the  cube  of  the  first 
figure;  secondly,  double  the  rectangle  of  the  members,  whence 
double  the  solid  of  the  square  of  the  first  figure  multiplied 
into  the  other ;  thirdly,  the  square  of  the  other  member, 
whence  the  solid  produced  from  the  first  figure  and  the 
square  of  the  second.  In  the  same  way,  when  the  multipli- 
cation takes  place  by  the  second  member,  there  arises  the 
solid  of  the  second  figure  and  of  the  square  of  the  first ;  in 
the  second  place  double  the  solid  of  the  first  figure  and  of 
the  square  of  the  second ;  in  the  third  place  the  cube  of  the 
second  member. 

Therefore  the  cube  produced  from  the  binomial  root 
contains  the  cubes  of  the  two  members  and  six  solids,  that 
is  to  say,  three  made  from  the  square  of  each  member, 
multiplied  into  the  other. 

The  reasoning  being  continued  according  to  the  analogy 
of  the  preceding  chapter,  it  will  follow,  that  if,  as  the  square 
should  be  divided  into  twos,  the  cube  resulting  from  any 
root  be  distributed  into  threes,  that  the  three,  or  member 
first  from  the  left,  contains  the  cube  of  the  figure  first  on 
the  left,  and  also  the  excess,  if  there  be  any,  of  three  solids 
of  the  square  of  the  same,  multiplied  into  the  second  ;  that 
the  first  place  of  the  second  contains  the  said  solids  and  the 
excess  of  the  three  solids  of  the  square  of  the  second  figure, 
multiplied  into  the  first ;  that  the  second  place  contains  the 
same  three  solids  and  the  excess  of  the  cube  of  the  second 
figure ;  and  that  the  third  is  occupied  by  the  said  cube  and 
the  excess  of  the  three  solids  produced  from  the  square  of 
the  preceding  figures,  multiplied  into  the  third ;  and  that 
the  solids  just  mentioned  fill  the  first  place  of  the  third 
member,  and  so  on.  From  this  we  shall  easily  derive  the 
following  manner  of  extracting  the  cube  root. 
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Beginning  from  the  right,  I  divide,  by  means  of  points, 
the  resolvend  (80621568)  into  threes,  except  the  last  member, 
which  can  be  less.  I  then  take  the  greatest  cube  (64)  con- 
tained in  the  first  member  towards  the  left,  and  having 
written  down  its  root  (4)  for  the  first  figure  of  the  sought 
root,  I  annex  to  the  remainder  (16)  the  next  figure  (6)  of 
the  resolvend,  whence  results  a  dividend  (166),  which  I 
divide  by  48,  thrice  the  square  of  the  figure  which  has  been 
found :  the  quotient  (3)  is  the  second  figure  of  the  root.  I 
multiply  this  first  into  the  divisor,  secondly  its  square  into 
three  times  the  first  figure,  and  thirdly  itself  into  itself  twice. 
The  products  then  being  collected  in  this  way,  that  the 
second  be  set  down  one  place  to  the  right  of  the  first,  the 
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third  one  place  to  the  right  of  the  second,  i   108  J-  I  subtract 

it  from  the  dividend  increased  by  the  ad- 

80.621.568(432  dition  of  the  two  remaining  figures  of  the 

4  second  member.     In  this   way,    however 

48)16621  prolonged  the  operation,  a  dividend  will 

15507  always   result  from   the   remainder,  with 

'  the   addition   of  the   first   figure   of   the 

5S47)ii i45  ^  following    member,   and    a  divisor  from 

three  times  the  square  of  the  figures  of 

0000000  the  root  already  found,  and  a  subducend 

from  the  figure  last  found,  the  square  of 
the  same  multiplied  into  three  times  the  preceding  figures, 
lastly  its  cube,  and  these  collected  in  the  manner  set  forth. 

If  the  resolvend  be  not  a  cube,  by  adding  decimals  to  the 
remainder  you  can  carry  its  exhaustion  to  infinity. 

The  root  should  have  a  third  part  of  the  decimal  places 
of  the  resolvend. 

N.B. — Synthetical  operations  can  be  examined  by  means 
of  analytical,  and  analytical  by  means  of  synthetical ;  so  if 
either  number,  being  subtracted  from  the  sums  of  two 
numbers,  the  other  remains,  the  addition  has  been  rightly 
performed ;  and  vice  versa,  subtraction  is  proved  to  be  right 
when  the  sum  of  the  subtrahend  and  remainder  is  equal  to 
the  greater  number.  So  if  the  quotient  multiplied  into  the 
divisor  produce  the  dividend,  or  the  root  multiplied  into  it- 
self produce  the  resolvend,  it  is  a  proof  that  the  division  or 
evolution  has  been  correct. 
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ARITHMETIC. 
PART  II. 
CHAP.   I. 

ON    FRACTIONS. 

It  has  been  before  mentioned  that  division  is  signified  by 
setting  down  the  dividend  with  the  divisor  under  it,  and 
separated  from  it  by  a  line  drawn  between  them.  Quotients 
of  this  kind  are  called  broken  numbers,  or  fractions,  because 
the  upper  number,  called  also  the  numerator,  is  divided  or 
broken  into  parts,  the  denomination  of  which  is  fixed  by  the 
lower,  which  is  therefore  called  the  denominator.  For  in- 
stance, in  the  fraction  -| ,  2  is  the  dividend  or  numerator,  4 
the  divisor  or  denominator,  and  the  fraction  indicates  the 
quotient  which  arises  from  2  divided  by  4,  that  is  the  fourth 
of  any  two  things  whatever,  or  two-fourths  of  one,  for  they 
mean  the  same. 

N.B. — It  is  clear  that  numbers  which  denote  decimal  parts, 
and  which  are  commonly  called  decimal  fractions,  can  be 
expressed  as  vulgar  fractions,  if  the  denominator  be  written 
beneath.  For  instance,  "25  is  equivalent  to  1%5oj"°°4  is 
equivalent  to  t<5o-o>  &c.,  which  we  must  either  do,  or  under- 
stand to  be  done,  as  often  as  those  are  to  be  reduced  to 
vulgar  fractions,  or  conversely  these  are  to  be  reduced  into 
those,  or  any  other  operation  is  to  take  place  equally  affect- 
ing both  fractions,  decimal  and  vulgar. 

CHAP.   II. 

OF   ADDITION   AND   SUBTRACTION   OF   FRACTIONS. 

i.  If  fractions,  whose  sum  or  difference  is  sought,  have 
the  same  denominator,  the  sum  or  difference  of  the  nu- 
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merators  should  be  taken,  and  the  common  denominator 
written  under,  and  this  will  be  the  answer. 

2.  If  they  be  not  of  the  same  denomination  let  them  be 
reduced  to  the  same  denomination.  The  denominators 
multiplied  into  each  other  will  give  a  new  denominator,  but 
the  numerator  of  each  fraction  multiplied  into  the  denomina- 
tors of  the  others  will  give  a  numerator  of  a  new  fraction 
of  equal  value.  Then  the  new  fractions  should  be  treated 
as  above. 

3.  If  an  integer  is  to  be  added  to  a  fraction  or  subtracted 
from  it,  or  vice  versa,  it  should  be  reduced  to  a  fraction  of 
the  same  denomination  as  the  given  one ;  that  is,  it  is  to  be 
multiplied  into  the  given  denominator,  and  that  denominator 
to  be  placed  under  it. 


Addition. 

\  to  |  sum  f 

Subtraction. 

\  from  I  rem.  \ 

Addition. 

§  to  f ,  that  is  T82  to  T\,  sum  J£ 

Subtraction. 

§  from  |,  that  is  T\  from  T%,  rem.  fa 

Addition. 

3  to  g,  that  is  V  to  |,  sum  %» 

Subtraction. 

§  from  3,  that  is  \*,  rem.  V9 

In  the  first  place,  it  should  be  explained  why  fractions 
should  be  reduced  to  the  same  denomination  before  we 
treat  them ;  and  it  is  on  this  account,  that  numbers  enumerat- 
ing heterogeneous  things  cannot  be  added  together,  or  sub- 
tracted from  each  other.  For  instance,  if  I  wish  to  add 
three  pence  to  two  shillings,  the  sum  will  not  be  5  shillings, 
or  5  pence,  nor  can  it  be  ascertained  before  that  the  things 
mentioned  be  brought  to  the  same  sort,  by  using  24  pence 
instead  of  2  shillings,  to  which  if  I  add  3  pence,  there  results 
a  sum  of  27  pence ;  for  the  same  reason,  if  I  have  to  add  2 
thirds  and  3  fourths,  I  do  not  write  down  5  parts  either 
thirds  or  fourths,  but,  instead  of  them  I  employ  8  twelfths 
and  9  twelfths,  the  sum  of  which  is  1 7  twelfths. 

Secondly.      I  wish  to  show  that  fractions  after  such  re- 


ARITHMETIC— PART   II.  25 

duction  are  of  the  same  value  as  before,  for  instance,  §-  and 
^;  since  both  numerator  and  denominator  are  multiplied 
by  the  same  number  (4) ;  but  every  fraction  represents  the 
ratio  of  the  numerator  or  dividend  to  the  denominator,  or 
divisor,  and  consequently  as  long  as  that  remains  the  same, 
the  fraction  retains  the  same  value,  but  each  term  of  the 
ratio  being  multiplied  by  the  same  number,  it  is  certain  that 
the  ratio  is  not  changed  :  for  instance,  if  the  half  of  one  thing 
be  double  the  half  of  another,  that  whole  will  be  double  this 
whole,  which  is  so  plain  that  it  does  not  require  proof. 

Thirdly.  An  integer  reduced  to  a  fraction  is  not  altered 
in  value,  for  if  the  rectangle  of  two  numbers  be  divided  by 
one  of  them,  the  other  will  be  quotient ;  but,  in  the  reduction 
of  an  integer  to  a  fraction,  it  is  multiplied  into  the  given 
denominator,  and  also  divided  by  it,  therefore  the  fraction 
has  the  same  value  as  the  given  integer. 

N.B. — It  will  sometimes  be  useful  to  reduce  a  fraction  to 
a  given  denominator,  for  instance,  f  to  another  whose  de- 
nominator is  g,  which  is  done  by  means  of  the  rule  of  three 
(laid  down  subsequently),  by  finding  a  number  to  which  the 
given  denominator  will  be  as  the  denominator  of  the  given 
fraction  to  its  numerator ;  that  will  be  the  numerator  of  the 
fraction  of  which  the  name  has  been  given,  and  the  value 
will  be  the  same  as  of  the  former,  for,  in  each  instance  the 
ratio  between  the  terms  of  the  fraction  is  the  same. 


CHAP.   III. 

OF  THE   MULTIPLICATION   OF   FRACTIONS. 

i.  If  a  fraction  is  to  be  multiplied  into  a  fraction,  the 
numerators  of  the  given  fractions  multiplied  into  each  other 
will  give  the  numerator  of  the  product,  and  the  denominators 
in  the  same  way  will  give  the  denominators. 

2.  If  a  fraction  is  to  be  multiplied  into  an  integer,  the 
given  integer  should  be  multiplied  into  the  numerator  of  the 
fraction,  the  denominator  remaining  the  same. 

3.  If  in  either  factor,  or  in  both,  integers  occur,  or  heterc- 
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geneous  fractions,  they,  for  the  sake  of  clearness,  should  be 
collected  together. 


Examples  of  Multiplication. 

Multiply 

§  by  1,  prod,  if,  £  by  2,  prod,  f . 

Multiply 

2  and  |  by  \  and  §,  that  is,  V  by  &. 

i.  It  is  plain  that  the  quotient  is  increased  in  the  same 
proportion  as  is  the  dividend  :  for  instance,  if  2  be  contained 
three  times  in  6  it  will  be  contained  twice  three  times  in 
twice  6.  It  is  plain  also  that  it  is  diminished  in  the  same 
proportion  as  the  divisor  increases :  for  instance,  if  the 
number  3  be  contained  4  times  in  12,  twice  3  will  be  con- 
tained only  twice  in  12;'  therefore  when  I  multiply  \  by  ■§-, 
the  fraction  f  is  to  be  increased  in  a  fivefold  ratio,  since  it  is 
to  be  multiplied  by  5  ;  and  to  be  diminished  in  an  eightfold 
ratio,  since  it  is  multiplied,  not  actually  by  5,  but  only  by 
its  eighth  part ;  consequently  I  multiply  the  dividend  2  by  5, 
and  the  divisor  3  by  8. 

2.  As  to  the  second  rule,  it  is  plain  that  twice  4  of  any 
things  are  equal  to  8  things  of  the  same  denomination,  what- 
ever it  may  be. 


CHAP.   IV. 

ON   DIVISION   OF   FRACTIONS. 

i.  A  Fraction  is  divided  by  an  integer,  by  multiplying 
the  given  integer  into  the  denominator  of  the  given  fraction. 

2.  If  a  fraction  is  to  be  divided  by  a  fraction,  the  nu- 
merator of  the  divisor  multiplied  into  the  denominator  of  the 
dividend  will  give  the  denominator  of  the  quotient ;  and  its 
denominator  multiplied  into  the  numerator  of  the  dividend 
will  give  the  numerator  of  the  quotient. 

3.  Whenever  integers  or  fractions  of  different  denomina- 
tions are  mixed,  the  easiest  way  of  proceeding  will  be  to 
collect  the  members  of  each,  as  well  dividend  as  divisor,  into 
two  sums. 
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Examples  of  Division. 


Divide  J  by  2,  quot. 


Divide  §  by  I,  quot.  f§. 


Divide  2 J  x  f  by  3f ,  that  is,  V  by  V- 


i.  As  to  the  first  rule,  it  is  clear  from  the  preceding  chapter 
that  a  fraction  is  lessened  or  divided  in  the  same  proportion 
as  the  denominator  is  multiplied. 

2.  Since  to  divide  one  fraction  by  another,  for  instance, 
f-  by  -f,  I  have  multiplied  the  denominator  9  into  2,  the 
fraction  -^  only  expresses  how  often  2  is  contained  in  the 
dividend  ;  but  the  fifth  of  it  will  indicate  how  often  the  fifth 
part  of  the  number  2  is  contained  in  it ;  wherefore  I  multiply 
the  first  quotient  W  by  5,  whence  results  if. 

N.B. — If  the  given  fractions  be  homogeneous,  the  shorter 
and  more  elegant  way  is  to  divide  the  numerator  of  the 
dividend  by  the  numerator  of  the  divisor  as  often  as  it 
measures  it.  Thus,  f-  being  divided  by  |-,  the  quotient  will 
be  2,  for  whatever  things  are  enumerated  by  6  contain  3 
twice. 

2.  If  a  root  is  to  be  extracted  from  a  given  fraction,  the 
root  of  the  denominator,  placed  under  the  root  of  the  nu- 
merator, will  form  a  fraction,  which  is  the  root  sought.  For 
instance,  f  is  the  square  root  of  the  fraction  £,  and  the  cube 
root  of  the  fraction  Y8T ;  for,  from  what  we  have  said  about 
multiplication  it  is  clear  that  §■  multiplied  into  §•  produces  £  ; 
and  that  §  multiplied  into  £  produces  ^r. 


CHAP.  V 

OF   THE   REDUCTION   OF   FRACTIONS  TO  THEIR   LOWEST 
TERMS. 


i.  Since  the  value  of  fractions  is  most  easily  ascertained 
when  they  are  at  their  lowest  Urms,  it  is  of  advantage  when 
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feasible  to  divide  fractions  by  a  common  measure.  The 
greater  that  common  divisor  may  be  so  much  less  will  be  the 
quotients  or  terms  of  the  fraction  equal  to  the  given  one.  It 
is  necessary,  therefore,  when  two  numbers  are  given,  to  have 
a  method  of  finding  their  greatest  common  measure,  that  is 
to  say,  the  greatest  divisor  which  will  divide  the  given  divisor 
without  a  remainder.     Such  is  the  following  : 

2.  Divide  the  greater  of  the  given  numbers  by  the  less, 
and  that  divisor  by  the  remainder  of  the  division ;  and,  if 
still  there  be  a  remainder,  you  should  by  it  divide  the  former 
divisor — that  is,  the  last  remainder,  and  so  on  until  you  come 
to  a  divisor  which  exhausts  or  measures  its  dividend,  that  is, 
the  greatest  common  measure  of  the  two. 

For  instance,  let  9  and  1 5  be  the  given  numbers.  I  divide 
15  by  9,  and  6  remains;  I  divide  9  by  6,  and  3  remains;  I 
divide  6  by  3,  and  nothing  remains.  Therefore  3  is  the 
greatest  common  measure  of  the  two  numbers  9  and  15, 
which  I  show  thus. 

(a)  3  measures  6,  but  (b)  6  measures  9,  if  3  be  taken  away. 
Therefore  3  measures  9,  if  3  be  taken  away ;  but  3  measures 
itself,  therefore  it  measures  the  whole  9  ;  but  (c)  9  measures 
15,  6  being  taken  away;  therefore  3  measures  15,  6  being 
taken  away  ;  but  it  measures  6,  therefore  it  measures  the 
whole  number  15.  Hence  it  is  clear,  that  3  is  the  common 
measure  of  the  given  numbers,  9  and  15.  It  remains  for  me 
to  show  that  it  is  the  greatest  common  measure.  If  not,  let 
there  be  some  other  common  measure,  say  5.  Now  since 
(d)  5  measures  9,  (e)  but  9  measures  15,  6  being  taken  away; 
it  is  plain  that  5  measures  15,  6  being  taken  away;  but  it 
measures  the  whole  1 5  (by  hypothesis),  therefore  it  measures 
6 ;  but  6  measures  9,  3  being  taken  from  it ;  therefore  5 
measures  9,  3  being  taken  from  it.  Therefore  since  5 
measures  both  the  whole  of  9,  and  9,  3  being  taken  from  it : 
it  will  also  measure  3  itself,  that  is,  (/)  the  lesser  number, 
which  is  absurd. 

The  greatest  common  measure  being  found,  it  is  plain  that 
the  fraction  -?T  can  be  lowered  to  this  fraction  •§-,  which  I 
thus  show  to  be  equal  to  the  former.  Every  fraction  denotes 
the  quotient  of  the  numerator  divided  by  the  denominator ; 

(a)  By  construction,  (b)  By  construction,  {c)  By  construction,  {d) 
By  hyp.     (e)  By  construction.     (/)  By  hyp. 
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but  in  division  the  quotient  expresses  the  ratio  of  the  dividend 
to  the  divisor ;  whilst  the  ratio  therefore  remains  the  same, 
the  quotient  or  fraction  will  be  the  same.  Moreover,  it  is 
very  clear,  that  the  ratio  is  not  changed,  its  terms  being 
equally  divided;  for  instance,  if  anything  be  double  of 
another,  or  triple,  the  half  of  that  will  be  double  or  triple  of 
the  half  of  the  other. 

Those  who  can  divide  and  multiply  fractions  by  integers  will 
find  no  difficulty  in  reducing  fractions  of  fractions  to  integers. 
For  instance,  this  fraction  of  a  fraction  |  of  -§-,  what  else  is  it, 
than  three  times  the  fourth  part  of  the  fraction  |-,  or  TV  mul- 
tiplied into  the  integer  3  ?  In  like  manner,  the  numerators 
and  denominators  being  mutually  multiplied  into  the  fraction 
of  a  fraction  of  a  fraction,  is  reduced  to  an  integer.  Since 
these  things  are  so  clear  and  manifest,  it  is  amazing  by  what 
circuitous  processes,  what  a  tedious  apparatus  of  theorems, 
quotations,  and  species  they  are  demonstrated,  or  rather 
obscured. 
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PART  III. 

CHAP.  I. 

OF   THE   RULE   OF   PROPORTION. 

The  rule  of  Proportion  is  that  by  which,  three  numbers  being 
given,  a  fourth,  proportional  to  them,  is  found.  Its  use  is 
frequent  and  very  great,  and  hence  it  is  called  the  golden 
rule.  It  is  also  called  the  Rule  of  Three,  on  account  of  the 
three  given  terms.  We  directly  find  the  fourth  proportional 
by  multiplying  the  second  term  by  the  third,  and  dividing  the 
product  by  the  first ;  for  instance,  if  as  2  is  to  6,  so  should 
4  be  to  the  number  required ;  multiply  4  into  6,  and  divide 
the  product  24  by  2,  the  quotient  12  will  be  the  fourth  pro- 
portional required,  which  I  demonstrate  as  follows. 

In  four  proportionals  the  product  of  the  extremes  is  equal 
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to  the  product  of  the  intermediate  terms.  For,  since  the 
numbers  are  proportional,  that  is,  have  the  same  ratio  be- 
tween themselves,  but  ratio  is  estimated  by  division,  if  the 
second  term  be  divided  by  the  first,  and  the  fourth  by  the 
third,  the  quotient  will  be  the  same,  which,  according  to  the 
nature  of  division,  multiplied  into  the  first  term  will  produce 
the  second,  and  into  the  third  will  produce  the  fourth.  If 
therefore  we  multiply  the  first  term  into  the  fourth,  or  which 
is  the  same  thing,  into  the  third  and  common  quotient,  and 
the  third  term  into  the  second,  or  which  is  the  same  thing, 
into  the  first  and  common  quotient,  it  is  clear  that  the  pro- 
ducts will  be  equal,  as  the  factors  are  in  each  case  the  same. 
But  from  the  nature  of  multiplication  and  division,  it  is  clear 
that  the  product  being  divided  by  one  of  the  factors,  the  other 
is  the  quotient ;  therefore  if  I  divide  the  product  of  the  two 
intermediate  terms  (6  and  4)  by  the  first  (2),  the  quotient 
(12)  will  be  the  fourth  proportional  sought. 

Question  1.  A  traveller  in  3  hours  goes  15  miles:  how 
many  will  he  go  in  9  hours  ?  Answer  45.  For  it  is  clear 
from  the  question,  that  as  3  is  to  15,  so  is  9  to  the  number 
required;  that  is,  3  :  15  :  :  9  :  therefore  135,  the  product  of 
9  into  15,  divided  by  3,  will  give  the  number  required,  that 
is  45. 

Question  2.  If  2  workmen  in  4  days  earn  2s.,  how  much 
will  5  earn  in  7  days  ?  that  is,  as  2  multiplied  by  4  are  to  2, 
so  are  5  multiplied  by  7  to  the  number  sought ;  or  as  8  :  2 
:  :  35  to  the  number  sought;  and  thus  the  hire  sought  is 
found  to  be  Ss.  gd. 

Question  3.  Three  merchants  forming  a  partnership,  gain 
^"ioo.  The  first  spent  ^5,  the  second  £8,  the  third  ^10. 
It  is  sought  how  much  each  gained.  The  sum  of  the  ex- 
penditure is  ^23.  Say  therefore,  as  23  is  to  5,  so  is  ^100 
to  the  sum  sought.  The  resulting  number  will  indicate  how 
much  is  due  to  the  first  from  the  common  gain,  for  it  is  fair 
that,  as  the  expense  of  each  is  to  the  sum  of  the  expenses, 
so  should  be  his  gain  to  the  sum  of  the  gains.  Further,  in 
the  same  way  by  saying  23  :  8  :  :  100  &c,  and  23  :  10  :  : 
100,  &c,  the  gains  of  the  others  will  appear. 

The  inverse  rule  of  proportion  is  easily  resolved  into 
simple.  For  instance,  2  men  expend  .£$  in  6  days :  in  how 
many  days  will  8  men  expend  ^30  ?    Say  first  2  :  5  :  :  8  :  &c. 
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and  the  answer  will  be  20  ;  say  therefore,  then  as  20  :  6:  :  30  : 
&c.  and  you  will  find  the  number  required.  It  is  super- 
fluous to  explain,  why  the  sought  term  immediately  is  found 
by  means  of  this  rather  intricate  rule. 

Question  4.  Four  pipes  fill  a  cistern  in  1 2  hours :  in 
how  many  hours  will  it  be  filled  by  8  of  the  same  size  ?  We 
should  say,  as  8  :  4  :  :  12  :  &c. ;  then  4,  multiplied  into  12, 
that  is,  48  divided  by  8,  give  the  answer,  that  is  6.  Nor  in 
this  case,  when  the  proportion  is  inverted,  is  there  any  new 
difficulty;  for  the  terms  being  properly  arranged,  we  shall 
have  two  equal  rectangles  of  one,  of  which  both  sides  are 
known,  but  the  other  is  produced  from  the  known  term, 
multiplied  into  the  unknown  ;  and  by  dividing  that  first 
product  by  the  known  side  or  factor,  the  unknown  term  will 
come  out.  But  it  will  appear  from  the  question  itself,  in 
what  order  the  terms  are  to  be  arranged. 


CHAP.    II. 

ON   ALLIGATION. 

The  rule  called  Simple  Alligation  is  that  by  which,  two 
things  being  given,  of  different  price  or  weight,  &c,  there  is 
found  some  third  sort,  so  compounded  of  the  given,  that  its 
price,  weight,  &c,  be  equal  to  a  given  price,  weight,  &c, 
intermediate  between  the  given.  For  instance,  a  cubic  inch 
of  gold  weighs  1 8  ounces,  a  cubic  inch  of  silver  weighs  1 2 
ounces.  It  is  required  to  have  a  cubic  inch  of  metal  com- 
pounded of  both,  and  weighing  16  ounces  :  in  which  problem, 
the  intermediate  weight  16,  exceeds  the  weight  of  silver  by 
4,  and  is  exceeded  by  the  weight  of  gold,  by  2.  Now  if  we 
take  £  of  a  cube  inch  of  silver  and  £  of  a  cube  of  gold,  it  is 
clear  that  these,  if  combined,  will  make  up  a  cube  inch,  as 
they  are  equal  to  unity.  But  it  is  also  plain,  that  the  weight 
of  this  mixed  metal  is  equal  to  the  intermediate  16  ;  for  we 
took  2  parts  of  silver,  which  is  lighter  by  4,  therefore  the 
defect  is  2  in  4 ;  but  of  gold,  which  is  heavier  by  2,  we  took 
4  parts,  so  the  excess  is  4  in  2  ;  that  is,  equal  to  the  defect, 
so  that  they  counterbalance  each  other. 

Hence  results  a  rule  for  the  alligation  of  two  things.     The 
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quantity  of  the  greater,  which  is  to  be  taken,  is  indicated  by 
a  fraction,  the  denominator  of  which  is  the  sum  of  the 
differences,  and  the  numerator,  the  difference  between  the 
middle  and  less ;  and  in  the  next  place,  that  which  has  the 
same  denominator,  and  for  numerator  the  difference  between 
the  greater  and  middle,  shows  the  less  quantity  which  is  to 
be  taken. 

Question.  There  are  two  kinds  of  silver:  the  ounce  of 
finer  is  worth  7,  that  of  inferior  quality  is  worth  4 ;  we  want 
to  find  3  ounces  of  silver  which  are  each  worth  5.  Answer. 
It  is  clear,  that  if  I  take  f-  of  the  inferior,  and  -f  of  the  finer, 
there  will  be  one  ounce  of  the  mixed  compound,  and  three 
times  this  will  be  the  quantity  required. 

If  the  things  to  be  alligated  are  more  than  two,  the  rule  is 
called  Compound  Alligation.  For  instance,  there  are  five 
kinds  of  wine,  the  strength  of  massic  is  1,  of  chian  3,  of 
falernian  5,  of  csecuban  7,  of  corcyrsean  9  :  I  require  a 
mixture,  the  strength  of  which  is  4.  The  strength  of  a 
mixture  of  equal  parts  of  massic  and  chian,  will  be  2,  being 
half  of  the  sum  of  that  of  the  given  quantities  1  and  3,  as  is 
plain  ;  so  the  strength  of  a  mixture  of  equal  parts  of  falernian, 
csecuban,  and  corcyrsean  will  be  7  ;  that  is  j-  of  the  number 
21,  or  of  the  sum  of  the  strengths  of  the  components  of  the 
mixture.  I  alligate  2  and  7  with  the  given  intermediate 
strength  4,  and  the  defect  is  2,  the  excess  3,  the  sum  of  the 
differences  5 ;  consequently  there  should  be  taken  -I  of  the 
first  mixture,  \  of  the  latter,  then  \  being  divided  by  2,  the 
quotient  shows  how  much  of  each,  chian  and  massic,  should 
be  taken.  In  the  same  way  f-  divided  by  3,  will  indicate 
how  much  of  falernian,  &c,  should  be  in  the  required 
mixture.  So  -^  massic,  -^  chian,  T*T  falernian,  T*T  csecuban, 
TaT  corcyraean,  will  give  the  answer. 

Hence  we  perceive  how  compound  alligation  may  be  re- 
duced to  simple.  The  prices,  magnitudes,  weights,  or  what- 
ever else  should  be  alligated,  ought  to  be  collected  into  two 
sums,  which  are  to  be  divided  each  by  the  number  of  terms 
which  constitute  it;  the  quotients  should  be  alligated  with 
the  intermediate  term  ;  the  resulting  fractions,  divided  each 
by  the  number  of  things  entering  into  the  sum  to  which 
they  refer,  will  express  the  quantity  of  each  to  be  taken. 
The  demonstration  is  plain,  from  what  has  been  said. 
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N.B. — In  alligation  of  several  things,  each  question  admits 
of  innumerable  solutions,  and  this  for  two  reasons  ;  first,  the 
deficient  terms  can  be  combined  with  the  exceeding  ones  in 
several  ways,  whence  will  result  various  quotients  to  be 
alligated  with  the  given  intermediate  term.  Care  should  be 
taken,  however,  lest  the  quotients  be  together  greater,  or  to- 
gether less,  than  the  mean ;  for  if  this  happen,  it  is  plain 
that  the  question  is  impossible ;  secondly,  it  is  allowable 
frequently  to  repeat  the  same  term,  whence  its  share  or 
portion  will  be  increased,  but  those  of  the  others  diminished. 

I  am  glad  here,  for  the  gratification  of  the  studious,  to 
give  a  solution  of  that  famous  problem  given  to  Archimedes 
by  Hiero. 

Question  :  A  crown  is  made  of  an  alloy  of  gold  and  silver  : 
it  is  asked  how  much  gold,  how  much  silver,  is  in  it,  and  the 
king  does  not  allow  the  crown  to  be  broken  up.  Ans.  Two 
masses  should  be  taken,  one  of  gold,  another  of  silver,  each 
of  equal  weight  with  the  crown,  which  being  done,  it  is 
manifest  that  the  problem  could  be  proposed  in  another 
form,  as  follows  :  a  pound  of  gold  and  a  pound  of  silver 
being  given  to  find  a  pound  of  an  alloy  made  up  of  both, 
which  shall  be  of  the  given  intermediate  mass.  Now,  as  the 
solid  contents  of  the  crown  cannot  be  ascertained  geo- 
metrically, there  is  need  of  contrivance.  Each  of  the  masses 
should  be  separately  immersed  in  a  vessel  full  of  water,  and 
the  quantity  of  water  which  flows  out  on  each  immersion 
should  be  measured,  it  being  obvious  that  it  must  be  equal 
in  bulk  to  the  immersed  mass ;  suppose  the  gold  being 
immersed,  let  the  bulk  of  displaced  water  be  5,  of  the  silver 
9,  of  the  crown  6.  The  question,  therefore,  comes  to  this ; 
there  being  given  a  pound  of  gold  of  the  magnitude  of  5, 
and  a  pound  of  silver  of  the  magnitude  of  9,  it  is  required 
how  much  of  each  we  should  take  to  have  a  pound  of  an 
alloy  of  the  magnitude  of  6.  Then  if  9  and  5  be  alligated 
with  the  intermediate  magnitude  6,  the  quantity  of  gold  will 
be  ascertained,  that  is,  J  of  the  quantity  of  gold,  and  £  of 
the  quantity  of  silver,  combined  in  the  crown. 

Hence  it  appears  how  little  difficulty  there  is  in  the 
problem  on  the  solution  of  which  Archimedes  of  old  ex- 
claimed "EvprjKct. 
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CHAP.   III. 

OF   ARITHMETICAL   AND   GEOMETRICAL   PROGRESSION. 

Arithmetical  progression  is  a  name  given  to  a  series  of 
numbers  increasing  or  diminishing  by  a  common  difference. 
For  instance,  in  this  series  i,  4,  7,  10,  13,  16,  19,  22,  25,  3 
is  the  common  excess  by  which  the  second  term  exceeds  the 
first,  the  third  the  second,  the  fourth  the  third,  and  so  on ; 
and  in  this  other  series  of  decreasing  numbers  15,  13,  11,  9, 
7>  S>  3>  ri  2  is  the  common  quantity  by  which  each  number 
falls  short  of  the  preceding. 

Now,  from  considering  this  series  and  the  definition  which 
we  have  laid  down,  it  is  manifest  that  each  term  contains 
the  lesser  extreme,  and  the  common  difference  multiplied  by 
the  number  of  places  by  which  it  is  removed  from  that 
lesser  extreme.     For  instance,  in  the  first  series  the  number 
13  consists  of  the  lesser  extreme  1,  and  the  common  differ- 
ence 3  multiplied  into  4,  the  number  of  places  by  which  it  is 
removed  from  the  lesser  extreme.     Hence  the  lesser  extreme 
and   the   common   difference   being   given,   any   term,    for 
example  the  eleventh  from  the  lesser  exclusive,  can  be  easily 
found,  by  multiplying  the  difference  3  into  1 1,  and  adding 
the  product  33  to   the  lesser   extreme    1.     If  the  greater 
extreme,  the  common  difference,  and  the  number  of  places 
intervening  between  the  term  sought  and  the  greater  extreme 
be  given,  the  term  sought  may  be  found  by  multiplying  the 
difference  into  the  number  of  places,  and  taking  the  product 
from  the  greater  extreme.     It  is  clear  also  how  the  first  term 
is  assigned,  if  any  term,  its  index,  and  common  difference 
be  given ;  and  how  the  common  difference  may  be  obtained 
if  any  term,  its  index,  and  the  lesser  extreme  be  given  ;  and 
also  how  the  index  of  any  term  may  be  obtained  if  the  term, 
the  difference,  and  lesser  extreme,  be  given.     It  is  also  clear 
that  the  half  of  the  sum  of  two  terms  is  equal  to  the  arith- 
metical mean  proportional.     For  instance,  7  and  13  make  20, 
whose  half,  10,  is  a  mean  between  the  given  terms.     Any 
one  can  easily  deduce  these  and  many  other  problems  and 
theorems,  and  their  solutions,  from  the  nature  of  arithmetical 


ARITHMETIC. — PART   III.  35 

progression,  especially  if  he  use  skilful  symbolical  computa- 
tion. I  therefore  leave  them  to  beginners  for  points  of 
practice. 

Geometrical  progression  is  the  name  given  to  a  series 
of  numbers  increasing  or  decreasing  by  the  same  continued 
ratio.  For  instance,  3,  6,  12,  24,  48,  96  are  in  a  geo- 
metrical progression,  the  common  ratio  of  which  is  twice,  as 
each  term  is  twice  the  preceding  one.  In  like  manner  the 
numbers  of  this  decreasing  series  81,  27,  9,  3,  1,  proceed  in 
a  subtriple  ratio,  that  is,  each  term  is  in  a  subtriple  ratio  to 
the  preceding,  or  j- ;  where  it  should  be  observed  that  each 
term  is  composed  of  the  power  of  the  common  ratio,  bearing 
the  same  name  with  it,  multiplied  into  the  first  term.  For 
instance,  48,  the  fourth  term,  exclusively,  is  produced  from 
16,  the  fourth  power  of  the  number  2  (that  is,  that  which 
produced  from  2  multiplied  three  times  into  itself,  since  the 
root  itself  is  called  the  first  power,)  multiplied  by  the  first 
term  3.  Wherefore  what  has  been  laid  down  concerning 
arithmetical  progression  holds  good  here,  if,  instead  of  addi- 
tion and  subtraction,  we  use  multiplication  and  division  ; 
and  instead  of  multiplication  and  division,  involution  and 
evolution,  or  the  extraction  of  roots.1  For  instance,  as  in 
arithmetical  progression  the  sum  of  the  extremes  divided 
into  two  equal  parts  gives  the  arithmetical  mean,  so  in 
geometrical  progression  the  mean  proportional  is  the  root  of 
the  product  of  the  extremes.  Therefore,  as  regards  theorems 
and  problems,  we  shall  not  longer  dwell  upon  deducing 
them,  since  they  easily  result  from  the  mere  consideration  of 
the  series. 

But  there  is  one  theorem  of  geometrical  progression  from 
which  the  knowledge  of  logarithms  was  originally  derived, 
and  on  which  they  still  rest ;  and  which  therefore  it  is  fit  to 
explain  here.  In  a  geometrical  progression,  the  commence- 
ment of  which  is  unity,  the  rectangle  of  any  two  terms 
is  equal  to  the  term  of  the  same  progression,  which  has 
for  index  the  sum  of  the  index  of  the  factors.    For  instance, 

if  in  the  following  series,  J    >    >  4>    >      >  3  >    4>  I  t^e  secon(j 
&  '  (  o,  1,  2,  3,    4,    5,    6,  f 

1  N.B. — A  careful  reader  can  investigate  how  the  roots  of  any  powers 
may  be  extracted  by  means  of  the  method  which  we  followed  when 
treating  of  the  cube,  the  square,  and  their  roots. 
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term  2  be  multiplied  into  the  fourth  8,  the  product,  16,  is  the 
fifth  term,  the  index  of  which,  4,  is  the  sum  of  the  indexes 
of  the  second  and  fourth.  The  reason  is  manifest ;  for 
each  power,  multiplied  into  any  other  power  of  the  same 
root,  produces  a  third,  in  which  there  are  as  many  dimen- 
sions as  there  were  in  both  of  the  generating  powers.  But 
in  a  geometrical  progression,  of  which  the  first  term  is  unity, 
it  is  clear  that  all  the  other  subsequent  ones  are  powers 
produced  from  the  common  ratio,  and  that  each  have  as 
many  dimensions  as  their  places  are  distant  from  unity. 
Therefore,  if  to  an  infinite  geometrical  progression  there 
were  annexed  also  an  infinite  series  of  indices,  to  obtain 
the  rectangle  of  two  terms  it  would  not  be  necessary  to 
multiply  one  by  the  other ;  but,  merely  adding  the  indices  to 
find  an  index  equal  to  the  sum,  and  this  would  show  the 
sought  rectangle  annexed  to  it.  In  like  manner,  if  one 
term  is  to  be  divided  by  another,  the  difference  of  the  in- 
dices, if  the  square  or  cube  root  is  to  be  extracted,  i  or  }  as 
an  index,  would  show  the  required  quotient  or  root. 

Hence  it  is  plain  that  the  more  difficult  operations  in 
arithmetic  could  be  singularly  abridged,  if  tables  were  formed 
in  which  the  numbers  placed  in  natural  order  should  have 
each  a  corresponding  index  annexed ;  for  then  multiplica- 
tion can  be  effected  by  addition  alone ;  division  by  sub- 
traction ;  the  extraction  of  roots  by  halving  or  trisecting  the 
indices  :  but  to  accommodate  those  indices  or  logarithms  to 
numbers,  "  this  is  the  task,  this  the  labour,"  in  effecting 
which  numbers  of  mathematicians  have  toiled. 

The  first  who  formed  tables  generally  proceeded  in  this 
way.  To  the  numbers  1,  10,  100,  1000,  &c,  in  decuple  pro- 
gression, they  assigned  the  logarithms  0.0000000,  1. 0000000, 
2.0000000,  3.0000000,  &c.  Then  to  find  the  logarithm  of 
any  number,  for  instance,  4,  between  1  and  10,  seven  cyphers 
being  added  to  each,  they  sought  a  mean  proportional 
between  1. 0000000  and  10.0000000;  and  if  it  were  less  than 
4,  the  mean  proportional  was  to  be  sought  between  it  and 
10.0000000,  but  if  greater,  between  it  and  1. 0000000;  and 
then  they  finally  sought  a  mean  proportional  between  this 
(if  it  were  less  than  4)  and  the  next  greatest,  but  if  greater, 
and  the  next  less,  and  so  on  until  they  came  to  a  number 
differing  by  a  very  small  part,  for  instance,  100'ooo>  from  the 
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proposed  4.  Then  the  logarithm  of  this  was  had  by  finding 
an  arithmetic  mean  between  the  logarithms  of  the  numbers 
1  and  10,  and  another  between  it  and  the  logarithm  of  ten, 
&c.  Now  if  the  logarithm  of  the  number  4  be  halved,  the 
logarithm  of  2  is  found ;  the  same  when  doubled  gives  the 
logarithm  of  the  number  1 6  ;  and  if  to  the  logarithm  of  4  be 
added  the  logarithm  of  2,  the  sum  will  be  the  logarithm 
of  8. 

In  the  same  way,  from  one  logarithm  of  the  number  4, 
others  innumerable  can  be  obtained.  In  this  manner,  when 
logarithms  were  adapted  to  other  numbers  between  10  and 
unity,  they  supplied  very  many  others  to  their  sum  and  dif- 
ference. But  of  this  enough ;  for  we  have  not  undertaken 
to  give  all  things  which  bear  on  logarithms.  It  was  merely 
proposed  to  a  certain  extent  to  explain  their  nature,  use,  and 
invention. 
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TO   THAT  EXCELLENT   YOUTH, 

D.   SAMUEL    MOLYNEUX, 

FELLOW     COMMONER     IN     DUBLIN     COLLEGE,  SON     OF     THE 

EMINENT    WILLIAM     MOLYNEUX,     CUT     OFF  A    FEW    YEARS 

AGO,    BY   A    FATE    LAMENTABLE    BOTH    FOR  HIS    COUNTRY 
AND   THE   INTERESTS   OF   LITERATURE. 

Excellent  Youth, 

h.uf  W,tS  tJ?G  estefm  in  Which  y°ur  ^her  when  living  was 
held  by  the  learned,  that  I  consider  I  would  do  them  a 
grateful  service,  if  I  should  show  that  he  has  left  a  son,  who 
inherits  his  penetration  and  sagacity.     It  must  indeed  be 
allowed  that  your  uncle,1  a  man  of  a  remarkably  enlarged 
and  well-informed  mind,  had  previously  done  something  of 
the  kind.     For  that  eminent  man  had  perceived  your  dis- 
position as  you  approached  maturity,  that  it  was  probable 
you  would  follow  in   the  footprints  of  your  father.     The 
authority  of  such  a  man  influenced  me  so  far,  that  I  from 
that  thenceforth  conceived  great  hopes  of  you.     But  now 
when  becoming  acquainted  with  the  nature  of  your  studies 
I  perceive  you  devoting  yourself  to  sound  philosophy  and 
mathematics  when  I  perceive  that  the  thorns  which  seem 
to  beset  mathematics,  and  usually  deter  others  from  its  study 
on  the  contrary,  spur  you  on  to  a  more  speedy  progress  • 
when  I  also  see  that  high  intellectual  powers  accompany' 
that  industry  and  desire  of  knowledge,  I  cannot  restrain  my 
joy  from   manifesting  itself  to  the  learned  world,  and  ex- 
pressing my  undoubting  anticipation  that,  if  God  grant  you 
life  and  health,  you  will  be  one  of  the  chief  ornaments  of  the 
rising  age.      Wherefore,   presenting   to  you   the   following 
pieces,  whatever  may  be  their  merit,  I  wished  to  seize  the 
opportunity  of  communicating  publicly  with,  as  well  that  I 
might  gratify  my  affection   towards   you,  as  well   as,  that 
expectation  being  raised  respecting  you,  you  might  by  some 
tie,  and  that  no  ungrateful  one,  be  attached  to  the  studv  of 
such  excellent  objects. 

l  See  a  letter  of  Thomas  Molyneux,  M.D.,  to  the  Bishop  of  Clogher 
in  Philosoph.  Transac.  No.  282.  ^      vaguer, 
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It  formerly  occurred  to  me  to  think  that  algebraical  opera- 
tions would  be  rendered  more  easy,  if,  discarding  the  radical 
signs,  some  other  method  could  be  contrived  of  computing 
the  roots  of  imperfect  powers  which  would  be  less  at  variance 
with  the  forms  used  in  other  processes.  For,  as  in  arith- 
metic, fractions  are  rendered  much  more  manageable  by 
being  reduced  from  vulgar  to  decimal,  for  then,  the  place  of 
each  figure  serving  as  a  denominator,  they  are  abridged  in  one 
part  and  expressed  as  integers,  and  form  the  same  sort  of 
series  as  they  do,  and  are  regulated  by  the  same  rules  :  so  if 
from  symbolical  computations  we  removed  that  radical  sign 
(V),  which,  as  the  denominator  marks  the  difference  between 
integers  and  fractions,  points  out  a  difference  in  treating 
radicals  and  surds,  unquestionably  the  mode  of  treating  them 
would  be  simplified. 

Wherefore  should  we  not,  therefore,  designate  surd  roots 
like  rational,  merely  by  letters,  and  substitute  c  or  d  for  >Jb  ? 
for  if  they  were  expressed  in  this  way  there  will  be  no  dis- 
tinction between  them  and  the  roots  of  perfect  powers,  and 
addition,  subtraction,  multiplication,  &c,  will  be  managed  in 
the  same  manner  in  each  case.  But  there  is  a  ready  objec- 
tion, that  quantities  multiplied  in  this  way  confuse  calcula- 
tions more  than  radical  signs  do.  To  this  I  answer,  a  remedy 
can  be  applied  if  we  use  the  letters  of  the  Greek  alphabet  for 
expressing  roots,  by  writing  fi  for  ^/b,  y  for  i/d,  &c.  ;  in 
which  way  not  so  much  the  letters  themselves  as  the 
characters  will  be  varied,  and  each  substituted  figure  will  so 
far  correspond  to  the  primitive  that  there  will  be  no  room  for 
scruple.  The  root  of  a  quantity  produced  from  the  multi- 
plication or  division  of  others,  will  be  marked  by  their  roots 
simply  multiplied  and  divided,  for  instance,  n/bc  =  (3k}  and 
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But  if  a  multinomial  quantity,  or  one  consisting  of  many 
members,  in  which  there  is  no  unknown  quantity  connected 
by  the  signs  +  or  - ,  be  proposed,  their  aggregate  might  be 
expressed  (as  is  often  the  case)  by  some  one  letter.  For  in- 
stance, let  a  +  b  -  c  —  g,  the  root  of  which  is  y.  You  will 
perhaps  ask,  what  is  to  be  done  where  unknown  and  known 
quantities  are  connected ;  for  instance,  if  the  imperfect 
power  be/+  x  :  for  if  we  use  <p  and  £  as  the  roots  of  the 
parts,  the  root  of  the  whole  cannot  be  determined  from  them. 
Why,  then,  could  we  not  render  the  given  imperfect  power 
equal  to  some  perfect  one ;  as  for  instance,  f  +  x  =  ff  + 
2/£  +  &  or  ///  +  3/S  +  3/ff  +  S&  &c  ?  For  then 
/+ 1  =  v/  +  x  or  y  /  +  *.  &C. 

But  it  has  been  omitted  how  we  are  to  ascertain  of  what 
sort  is  the  root ;  whether  quadratic,  cube,  or  biquadratic ; 
and  whether,  Greek  characters  being  left  to  quadratics, 
others  should  be  used  for  the  rest.  Or  rather,  the  characters 
remaining  the  same,  we  should  by  means  of  one  point  placed 
above,  denote  a  square  root,  by  two  a  cube  root,  by  3  a  bi- 
quadratic root,  &c. ;  in  the  same  way  as  first,  second,  third, 
&c,  fluxions  are  expressed.  Or,  finally,  should  consider  it  suffi- 
cient that  the  denominator  of  the  root  might  appear  by  re- 
trogression ;  since  in  the  course  of  the  operation  it  is  of  no 
import  of  what  kind  the  root  may  be,  since  all  expressed 
without  a  radical  sign  are  subject  to  the  same  laws,  and 
treated  in  the  same  manner. 

These  things  are,  indeed,  crude  and  imperfect ;  and  I  am 
aware  of  how  little  value  is  that  which  I  am  proposing.  But 
you,  illustrious  youth,  who  have  both  leisure  and  abilities, 
can  perhaps  extract  some  good  from  this  refuse.  However 
I  am  not  certain  whether  the  thing  which  we  have  been 
discussing  may  not  be  of  some  use  to  beginners,  for  I 
know  others  will  little  regard  them ;  and  whether  by 
their  aid  the  thread  of  analytic  investigation  may  not 
be  disentangled  when  the  radical  sign  being  laid  aside, 
the  heterogeneous  operations  which  accompany  it  may 
also  disappear.  However  this  may  be,  I  am  convinced 
that  these  being  partially  set  forth,  I  could  more  briefly 
and  clearly  explain  the  common  theory  of  surds  than  I  am 
aware  that  it  has  been  done  by  anyone.  I  now  proceed  to 
do  it. 
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Surd  roots  are  said  to  be  commensurable  when  their 
mutual  ratio  can  be  expressed  by  rational  numbers,  but  if 
this  cannot  be  done  they  are  called  incommensurable.  If 
there  be  given  two  surd  roots,  and  it  be  required  to  ascer- 
tain whether  they  be  commensurable  or  not,  let  there  be 
found  an  exponent  of  the  ratio  existing  between  the  powers 
to  which  the  radical  sign  is  prefixed ;  if  this  be  a  perfect 
power,  having  the  same  index  as  the  proposed  roots,  they 
will  be  commensurable ;  but  otherwise,  then  they  should  be 
regarded  as  incommensurable.  For  instance,  let  the  pro- 
posed roots  be  2\/24  and  2\/54,  the  fraction  £  squared, 
expresses  the  ratio  of  one  power,  24,  to  the  other,  54 ;  and 
consequently  the  roots  are  commensurable  :  that  is  to  say, 
V24  ;  ^54  : :  2  :  3.  Let  ^320  and  %/i35  be  the 
given  quantities,  the  ratio  of  the  number  320  to  135  is 
expressed  by  f-*,  a  perfect  cube ;  the  root  of  which,  ^,  indi- 
cates the  ratio  of  the  one  root,  \/32o,  to  the  other,  ^125. 
The  demonstration  is  manifest,  since  all  know  that  square 
roots  are  in  subduplicate  ratio,  cube  roots  in  subtriplicate, 
biquadratic  in  subquadruplicate,  and  so  on  of  the  respective 
powers. 

If  the  roots,  the  ratio  of  which  is  required,  be  hetero- 
geneous, they  should  be  reduced  to  one  kind  by  involving 
the  numbers  affixed  to  the  radical  sign,  each  according  to  the 
index  of  the  other  root,  which  being  thus  involved,  the 
radical  sign  is  to  be  prefixed,  with  an  index  produced  by 
multiplying  together  the  indexes  originally  given.  For 
instance,  let  the  heterogeneous  surd  roots  be  2v/5  and 
3<s/ 1 1 ;  if  5  be  cubed  and  1 1  be  squared,  they  will  become 
125  and  121.  The  radical  sign,  prefixed  with  the  index  6, 
produces  the  homogeneous  roots  6v/i25,  e^/i2i.  That  the 
reason  of  this  operation  may  be  perceived,  let  *y/$  be 
denoted  by  some  simple  sign,  suppose  b,  and  3\/ii,  by  c, 
and  V^will  be  =  %/5,  and  3y/ccc  =  V11?  and  e^/bbbbbb 
=  6v/i2  5,  and  6\/cccccc  =  Gx/i2i;  where  it  is  plain  that 
*^/bbbbbb  =  \/bb,  %*/cccccc  =  3*/cc. 

As  to  the  addition  of  surd  roots,  if  they  are  commen- 
surable it  is  done  by  prefixing  the  sum  of  the  terms  to 
the  radical  sign  of  the  ratio,  under  which  the  common 
divisor  is  to  be  placed,  by  means  of  which  the  terms  of  the 
common  ratio  were  denoted.     For  instance,  a\/24  +  2\/54 
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=  5'\/t>.  For,  from  what  has  been  already  observed,  and 
from  what  follows  concerning  multiplication, 2*/  24  =  2  2 s/  6, 
and  2\/54  =  32v/6.  In  the  same  way  is  subtraction 
managed,  only  that  the  difference  of  the  terms  is  prefixed  to 
the  radical  sign  of  the  exponent.  If  incommensurable  surd 
roots  are  to  be  added  or  subtracted,  they  should  be  con- 
nected by  the  signs  +  or  - .  For  instance,  \/6  +  v/3and 
*/^  ~  \/  Z  are  tne  sum  and  difference  of  the  roots  01 
the  numbers  6  and  3 ;  in  which  way,  also,  rational  numbers 
are  added  to  or  subtracted  from  surds.  If  the  surd  root  is 
to  be  multiplied  by  another  homogeneous,  the  radical  sign 
and  the  common  index  should  be  prefixed  to  the  rectangle 
of  the  powers.  For  instance,  the  2\/$  x  3\/'j  =  2\/2i,  and 
3i/g  x  3i/x  =  3\/gx.  For  demonstrating  which  operation, 
let  the  roots  of  the  numbers  3  and  7  be  denoted  by  b  and  d, 
so  that  bb  =  3  and  dd  =  7,  and  it  is  manifest  that  2^/bbdd 
=  bd ;  that  is,  the  square  root  of  the  product  is  equal  to  the 
products  of  the  square  roots.  The  same  thing  can  be  de- 
monstrated in  the  same  way  concerning  any  other  roots, 
cubic,  biquadratic,  &c.  Heterogeneous  roots,  before  they 
are  multiplied,  should  be  reduced  to  homogeneous.  If  a 
rational  number  is  to  be  multiplied  into  a  surd,  it  should  be 
raised  to  a  power  of  the  same  denomination  with  the  given 
imperfect  one,  to  which  is  prefixed  the  radical  sign  and  the 
index  of  the  same  power,  and  then  proceed  as  before.  For 
instance,  5  x  V4  =  3\/i25  x  V4  =  V500  ;  or  more 
compendiously  thus:  5  3v^4>  and  generally^  x  a^/c=a^/bac, 
or  b"s/c. 

As  to  division,  as  often  as  the  dividend  and  divisor  are 
both  surd  roots,  having  removed  what  is  heterogeneous,  if 
there  be  any,  the  radical  sign  prefixed  to  the  quotient  of  the 
powers,  with  the  proper  index,  will  exhibit  the  required 
quotient.  For  instance,  2\/7  •¥  V3  =  2v/-f-  =  2\/2y.  But 
if  of  two  numbers  only  one  be  under  the  radical  sign,  the 
other,  involved  according  to  the  index  of  the  given  root, 
should  be  placed   under  the  radical  sign,  and  proceed  as 

before.     For  instance,  V96  -i-  4  =  ^96  -h  3\/6^  —  Vr 

04 

=  Wk't  or  without  preparation,   *  9 .  .  an(j  generally  a^/c 

4 
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c  a  /  c 

-5-  b=aJ '—  or  4—'     These  are,  as   well  as  the  former, 
ba         ba 

easily  demonstrated. 
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Some  time  since  I  met  with  a  book  bearing  the  title,  "  On 
the  Influence  of  the  Sun  and  Moon  on  the  Human  Body," 
by  an  eminent  doctor  of  medicine  and  F.R.S.  I  am  well 
aware  how  celebrated  he  is  and  how  insignificant  I  am.  But 
that  I  may  freely  declare  my  opinion,  I  thoroughly  receive 
the  opinion  concerning  the  atmospheric  tide  as  he  there 
explains  it,  and  how  it  is  based  on  the  principle  of  the 
celebrated  Newton.  I  am  not,  however,  convinced  that  the 
ingenious  author  has  rightly  ascertained  the  causes  of  some 
phenomena  connected  with  it.  How  far  my  doubts  may  be 
well  founded,  you,  with  whose  acuteness  I  am  well  acquainted, 
will  best  judge. 

That  eminent  man  considers  that  there  is  a  swelling  out  of 
the  spheroidal  figure  of  the  earth  about  the  equinoctial  line. 
He  attributes  to  the  same  cause  the  difference  between  the 
swelling  of  the  air  caused  in  the  oblique  sphere  by  the  meri- 
dional, and  (if  I  may  use  the  expression)  antimeridional  moon. 
But  I  do  not  think  that  the  explanation  of  either  of  those 
phenomena  should  be  sought  in  the  oblate  spheroid.  On  this 
account,  because  though  the  opinion  that  the  aereo-terrestrial 
mass  is  of  that  figure  is  supported  both  by  mathematical  and 
physical  grounds,  and  also  agrees  well  with  some  phenomena, 
still  it  is  not  so  fully  received  by  all,  but  that  some,  and  those 
of  note  too,  hold  the  opposite  opinion.  And  indeed  I  remem- 
ber that  Dr.  Chardellou,  who  is  profoundly  skilled  in  as- 
tronomy, informed  me  that  he  had  ascertained  that  the  axis 
of  the  earth  is  longer  than  the  diameter  of  the  equator,  and 
consequently,  that  the  earth  is  a  spheroid,  but  such  as  Burnet 
describes  it,  rising  at  the  poles  and  lower  at  the  equator. 
But  as  for  me,  I  would  rather  call  in  question  the  observations 
of  that  eminent  man,  than  reject  the  arguments  for  the  earth 
being  oblate.     Still  since  that  opinion  does  not  equally  please 
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all,  I  should  be  reluctant  to  adopt  it  as  a  principle  for  ex- 
plaining any  phenomenon,  unless  the  thing  could  not  other- 
wise be  explained.  But  in  the  next  place,  so  far  from  the  ex- 
planation of  the  above-mentioned  effects  requiring  necessarily 
a  spheroidal  figure  of  the  earth,  that  it  gains  not  a  particle  of 
light  from  it,  and  I  will  try  to  show  this,  by  adding  what  that 
eminent  man  writes  on  the  subject :  "  The  air  rises  above  its 
usual  level  about  the  two  equinoxes,  because  when  the  equi- 
noctial line  corresponds  with  that  circle  of  the  terrestrial  globe 
which  has  the  greatest  diameter,  each  of  the  heavenly  bodies, 
while  in  it,  is  nearer  to  the  earth."  On  the  Influence  of  the  Sun 
and  Moon,  p.  9.  However,  it  may  be  well  doubted,  whether 
that  nearer  position  of  the  luminaries  be  adequate  to  raise 
the  air  above  the  usual  level.     For  so  slight  is  the  difference 

between  the  transverse  and 
conjugate  axis  of  the  ellipse,  by 
the  revolution  of  which  the  ter- 
restrial spheroid  is  generated, 
that  it  approaches  very  near  to 
a  sphere.  But  that  we  may 
consider  the  question  more 
accurately,  let  a  c  b  d  denote  a 
section  of  the  aereo-terrestrial 
mass  through  the  poles  d  c 
being  the  axis,  a  b  the  dia- 
meter of  the  equator.  Now  by 
calculation  I  have  ascertained,  that  the  attractive  power  of 
the  moon  is  not  ^Vo  Part  stronger  at  a  or  b  than  it  would  be 
at  c  or  d  if  it  directly  were  above  either  pole,  and,  therefore, 
that  so  small  a  difference  would  be  altogether  unequal  to  pro- 
ducing any  sensible  effect.  It  should  also  be  considered, 
that  the  moon  is  never  distant  from  the  equator  a  third  part 
of  the  arc  b  d,  and  that  consequently  the  aforesaid  difference 
must  be  still  very  much  restricted.  But  what  we  have  said 
of  the  moon  must  be  still  further  the  case  as  to  the  sun,  since 
it  is  many  times  further  distant.  It  is  true  indeed  that  Dr. 
Mead  has  adduced,  besides  other  causes  of  the  tide  being 
higher  near  the  equinoxes,  to  wit,  "  the  greater  agitation  of  a 
fluid  spheroid  revolving  in  a  greater  circle,  besides  the  cen- 
trifugal force  having  a  much  greater  influence  there."  As  to 
the  first,  although  at  first  it  appears  of  some  import,  I  must 
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confess  that  I  do  not  altogether  perceive  how  any  thing 
bearing  on  the  distinct  explanation  of  the  subject  can  be 
concluded  from  that.  As  to  the  second,  it  is  plain  that  the 
centrifugal  force  is  far  the  greatest  near  the  equator,  and  on 
that  account  that  the  aereo-terrestrial  mass  has  the  figure  of  an 
oblate  spheroid  ;  but  I  do  not  see  what  consequence  results 
from  this.  But  although  we  should  allow  that  the  air,  for 
the  causes  mentioned  by  this  eminent  man,  should  about  the 
equinoxes  swell  out  near  the  equator,  it  does  not,  however, 
appear  thence,  how  with  us,  who  live  so  far  from  the  equator, 
it  then  should  be  higher  than  usual,  but  rather  the  contrary 
seems  to  follow.  Mead  writes  thus  in  the  following  page  : 
"  To  conclude,  in  the  same  parallels  where  the  declination  of 
the  moon  is  towards  that  pole  of  the  heavens  which  rises 
highest,  the  attraction  is  the  strongest,  when  it  comes  to  the 
meridian  of  the  place,  but  least,  when  it  comes  to  the  me 
ridian  of  the  opposite  place  ;  the  contrary  of  which  happens 
in  the  opposite  parallels.  The  cause  is  in  the  spheroid  figure 
of  the  earth  and  atmosphere."  But  I  do  not  think  that  the 
cause  is  in  the  figure  of  the  earth  and  ambient  atmosphere, 
because  if  we  assume  the  earth  to  be  perfectly  spherical,  or 
even  oblong,  the  same  thing  will  certainly  happen,  as  will  be 
shown  below. 

It  remains  for  me  to  attempt  the  explanation  of  these 
things,  especially  on  this  account,  because  a  reason  drawn 
from  the  spheroidal  figure  of  the  earth  was  regarded  by  me 
with  suspicion ;  for  without  taking  it  at  all  into  account,  the 
affair  could  be  most  clearly  and  easily  explained. 

Newton,  in  his  Physico-mathematical  work,  bookiii.,  prop. 
24,  where  he  explains  the  phenomena  of  the  tides  of  the  sea, 
has  this  passage :  "  The  influence  of  each  luminary  also 
depends  on  its  declination,  or  distance  from  the  equator. 
For  if  the  luminary  were  placed  at  the  pole  it  would  constantly 
attract  every  particle  of  water  without  increase  or  diminution 
of  its  action,  and  so  would  cause  no  reciprocation  of  motion. 
Therefore  the  luminaries,  in  proceeding  towards  the  pole 
from  the  equator,  will  gradually  lose  their  effects,  and  on  that 
account  will  cause  less  tides  in  the  solstitial  than  in  the 
equinoctial  syzygies."  But  no  other  cause  need  be  sought 
for  any  phenomenon  of  the  atmospheric  tide,  than  is  sufficient 
for  producing  a  similar  effect  in  the  tide  of  the  sea.     But  that 
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I  may  explain  more  fully  that  which  has  been  rather  briefly, 
and  therefore  obscurely  by  the  most  eminent  man  in  the 
world,  in  the  former  figure  let  a  d  b  ^  be  the  meridian,  and 
a  b  the  axis  of  the  aereo-terrestrial  mass,  and  let  the  sun  and 
moon  be  conceived  to  be  placed  at  the  poles.  It  is  clear 
that  each  part  of  the  aerial  mass,  d  for  instance,  during  the 
diurnal  revolution  retains  an  equal  distance  from  the  luminary, 
and  so  is  equally  attracted  towards  their  bodies ;  so  that  the 
air  is  not  at  one  time  elevated,  at  another  depressed,  but 
through  the  whole  day  remains  at  the  same  altitude.  But 
secondly  let  a  c  b  d  represent  the  equator,  or  some  parallel, 
and  let  the  luminaries  be  in  the  equinoctial  plane ;  at  that 
time  it  is  plain  that  the  equator  itself,  as  well  as  each  parallel, 
assumes  an  elliptical  figure.  It  is  manifest  also  that  the  air 
which  now  is  at  a,  the  summit  of  the  transverse  axis,  and  is 
the  highest  six  hours  afterwards,  will  be  at  c,  the  extreme  of 
the  conjugate  axis  and  lowest,  and  that  the  greatest  recipro- 
cation of  motion  results.  To  finish  the  whole  work  at  once, 
let  us  suppose  the  swellings  of  the  tidal  spheroid  to  have  a 
threefold  position,  either  in  the  poles,  or  in  the  equator,  or 
in  the  intermediate  parts.  In  the  first  case  the  plane  of 
diurnal  rotation  would  be  perpendicular  to  the  axis  of  the 
spheroid,  and  therefore  a  circle ;  whence  there  would  be 
no  tide ;  in  the  second,  it  would  be  parallel  to  the  same, 
and  consequently  an  ellipse,  between  the  axes  of  which 
would  be  the  greatest  difference,  consequently  the  tides 
be  greatest ;  in  the  third,  in  proportion  as  it  approached 
nearer  to  the  perpendicular  position,  it  would  be  more  nearly 

a  circle,  and  consequently  the 
tides  would  be  less. 

It  remains  that  I  should 
demonstrate  that  the  differ- 
ence which  exists  in  an  ob- 
lique sphere  between  any  tide 
and  the  following  one,  when  the 
moon  is  away  from  the  equator, 
will  result  indifferently,  the 
earth  being  assumed  either 
oblate,  or  exactly  spherical,  or 
oblong.  Let  a  b  be  the  axis  of  the  world,  g  d  the  equator,  k 
any  place,  /  k  the  parallel  of  the  place,  h  I  the  axis  of  the 
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tidal  spheroid,  swelling  on  both  sides  principally  by  the  in- 
fluence of  the  moon.  Let  the  moon's  place  be  near  /.  It 
is  to  be  demonstrated  that  c  k,  the  height  of  the  air  when 
the  moon  is  near  the  meridian,  is  greater  than  c  f,  the  height 
of  the  air  when  the  moon  has  passed  the  meridian  of  the 
opposite  place.  Let  p  s  be  drawn,  a  parallel  corresponding 
to  the  former  on  the  opposite  side,  and  let  c  k  c/be  produced 
to  p  and  s.  By  construction  the  arc  p  h  is  equal  to  the  arc 
k  /,  therefore  the  axcfh  is  greater  than  the  arc  kl;  therefore 
on  account  of  the  ellipse  the  right  line  /  s  is  less  than  the 
right  line  kp,  and/r  less  than  k  c.     Q.  E.  D. 


OF  THE  EQUILATERAL  CONE  AND  CYLINDER 
DESCRIBED   ROUND  THE  SAME  SPHERE. 

LEMMA. 

The  side  of  an  equilateral  triangle  is  to  the  diameter  of 
the  inscribed  circle  as  \/3  t0  T>  and  the  perpendicular,  let 
fall  from  any  angle  to  the  opposite  side,  is  to  the  same  as  3 
to  2. 

These  things  are  plain  to  anyone  at  all  acquainted  with 
algebra  and  geometry. 

PROBLEM. 

To  find  the  ratio  between  the  cylinder  and  equilateral 
cone  circumscribed  about  the  same  sphere. 

Let  the  diameter  and  periphery  of  the  base  of  the  cylinder 
be  each  unity.  Then  by  lemma  the  diameter  and  the  peri- 
phery of  the  base  of  the  cone  will  be  each  ^3.  Then 
1  x£  =  i  =  ta  of  cylinder;  and  ^  =  the  sum  of  the  bases. 
And  ^3X  4-  v/3  =  i==Dase  0I" tne  cone,  and  surface  of  the 
cylinder,  or  four  times  the  base  is  equal  to  1.     And  the 

simple  surface  of  the  cone  is  equal  to  |-  =  ^-—  x  \/6 ;  for 

4 
</ 1  (that  is,  a  mean  proportional  between  ^/  3,  the  side  of 
the  cone,  and  radius  of  the  base  or  */±)  is  the  radius  of  a 

E 
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circle  equal  to  the  surface  of  the  cone;  and  by  the  preceding 
i  +  \  =  \  =  surface  of  whole  cylinder,  and  \  +  %  =  &  =  surface 
of  whole  cone.  Consequently,  by  lemma  and  hypothesis 
the  axis  of  the  cylinder  is  i,  and  of  the  cone  \.  But  the 
solid  contents  of  the  cylinder  =  £  x  i  =  ^  and  the  solid  con- 
tents of  the  cone  =  f  x  ~  =  -|.  Hence,  the  homogeneous 
quantities  being  compared  together,  there  will  result  the 
following. 

THEOREM. 

Between  an  equilateral  cone  and  cylinder  circumscribed 
about  the  same  sphere,  there  is  the  same  sesquialterate  ratio 
as  to  the  whole  surfaces,  the  solids,  altitudes,  and  bases. 
Two  years  ago  I  discovered  that  theorem  to  my  no  small 
surprise.  I  did  not  wonder  at  my  own  talents  or  peculiar 
sagacity,  as  the  thing  is  so  easy,  but  merely  that  Tacquet,  a 
celebrated  professor  of  mathematics,  prided  himself  so  much 
on  a  discovery,  to  which  a  beginner  is  competent.  His 
discovery,  which  is  but  a  part  of  that  stated  above,  is,  "  that 
an  equilateral  cone  is  sesquialterate  in  solid  contents  and 
entire  surface,  of  a  cylinder  circumscribed  about  the  same 
sphere,"  and  that  consequently,  "there  is  a  continued  ratio" 
between  an  equilateral  cone,  cylinder,  and  sphere. 

This  is  that  proposition,  to  which  reference  is  made  by 
the  figure,  which  is  with  an  inscription  placed  on  the  title- 
page  of  that  author's  work  on  the  select  theorems  of  Archi- 
medes. The  reader  may  still  further  consult  what  the 
Jesuit  states  in  his  preface,  in  the  scholium  to  Prop.  32,  and 
at  the  end  of  the  44th  proposition  of  the  same  work,  where 
he  puts  forward  his  theorem  as  a  wonderful  invention,  and 
rivalling  those  of  Archimedes.  And  not  only  Tacquet,  but 
the  celebrated  Wallis  also,  brings  it  out  in  the  additions  and 
emendations  to  the  81st  chapter  of  his  Algebra,  as  having 
been  demonstrated  by  Caswell  by  means  of  the  arithmetic 
of  infinites ;  which  is  also  done,  as  to  one  part,  by  Dechales, 
in  the  20th  proposition  of  his  book  about  indivisibles. 
However,  the  method  of  indivisibles  and  the  arithmetic  of 
infinites  founded  on  it,  are  by  some  scarcely  allowed  to  be 
geometrical. 

But  the  whole  theorem  has  been  demonstrated  before  by 
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no  one  that  I  know.  However,  if  it  be  true,  as  Tacquet 
thinks,  that  amongst  the  other  various  and  celebrated  dis- 
coveries of  Archimedes,  he  was  most  pleased  with  that  in 
which  he  shows  that  the  cylinder  is  sesquialterate  of  the  in- 
scribed sphere  in  solid  contents  and  surface,  because  there 
is  one  connected  proportion  of  the  bodies  and  of  the  surfaces 
containing  them.  If  this  was  the  reason  that  he  wished  the 
cylinder  circumscribed  about  the  sphere  to  be  sculptured  on 
his  tomb,  what  would  the  old  Sicilian  have  done  had  he  dis- 
covered that  the  one  connected  proportion  held  in  a  fivefold 
respect  as  to  the  two  bodies.  But  we  have  just  noticed  how 
easily  that  follows  from  his  inventions. 

In  much  the  same  way  as  we  have  done  that,  it  will  not  be 
difficult  to  discover  and  demonstrate  all  the  theorems  which 
Tacquet  annexes  to  the  Archimedean,  and  a  hundred  more 
of  the  same  sort,  if  necessary. 


ON  THE  ALGEBRAIC  GAME. 

I  invented  the  algebraic  game  about  the  same  time  that 
I  did  that  theory.  For  when  I  saw  some  of  my  acquaintance, 
perhaps  for  half  a  day,  intent  on  chess,  wondering  at  their 
close  pursuit  of  trifling,  I  asked  what  it  was  on  which  they 
were  so  closely  occupied,  and  was  answered,  a  delightful 
exercise  of  the  mind.  Turning  this  over  in  my  thoughts,  I 
wondered  why  so  few  applied  their  minds  to  mathematics,  a 
pursuit  at  once  so  pleasing  and  so  useful.  Is  it  on  account 
of  difficulty  ?  but  many  have  great  abilities,  and  decline  no 
toil  in  trifles.  Or  is  it  because  it  is  not  a  pleasing  exercise  of 
the  mind  ?  But  what  discipline  or  occupation  whatsoever,  I 
would  ask,  could  better  exercise  skill,  penetration,  sagacity, 
every  faculty  of  the  mind  ?  Are  mathematics  a  game  ?  They 
are  no  less  agreeable;  however,  if  they  were  to  present  them 
selves  in  that  guise,  perhaps  those  nice  fellows,  who  spend 
their  time  in  games,  might  devote  themselves  to  this  study. 
To  this  was  added,  the  advice  of  that  profound  thinker,  John 
Locke,  on  a  similar  occasion.  I  then  contrived  the  following 
game  as  an  exercise  in  algebra,  with  no  great  reach  of  mind, 
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I  allow,  but  such  as  will,  I  hope,  easily  be  excused  in  a  youth, 
especially  one  engaged  in  other  studies. 


TABLE   FOR  THE  GAME. 

Algebraical  problems  consist  of  given  equations,  which  in 
determinate  questions  bring  out  sought  quantities  equal  to  a 
number.  But  each  equation  consists  of  two  members,  con- 
nected by  a  sign  of  equality,  in  each  of  which  are  for  con- 
sideration, first,  the  sorts,  whether  they  denote  given  or 
sought  quantities;  then,  the  signs  by  which  they  are  con- 
nected. It  is  our  object,  then,  to  contrive  that  all  these 
come  out,  to  produce  questions  from  chance,  and  a  game,  as 
well  from  the  formation  of  the  questions  as  from  their  solu- 
tion.    On  a  small  board,  such  as  is  commonly  used  for 
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the  game  of  draughts,  or  of  chess,  let  there  be  marked  out 
a  circle,  inscribed  in  a  square,  and  everything  set  down  as 
in  the  adjoining  plan,  except  that  in  place  of  black  spots 
there  should  be  holes.  We  then  shall  have  the  table  for  the 
game.  There  should  also  be  provided  a  slender  peg  of  wood, 
which  could  fit  in  any  of  the  holes.  We  now  shall  proceed 
to  explain  the  use  of  these. 

It  may  be  observed  that  the  symbols  of  calculation  are  set 
down  at  the  sides  and  angles  of  the  squares ;  moreover  the 
sides  give  signs  to  the  first,  the  angles  to  the  latter  members 
of  equations.  The  inscribed  circle  is  divided  by  sixteen 
points  into  as  many  equal  parts,  so  that  three  points  are 
directed  to  each  side  and  angle,  but  some  directly,  some 
obliquely.  Those  which  are  directed  obliquely  to  any  side 
or  angle,  are  common  to  the  side  and  angle,  but  those  which 
directly  point  to  any  side  belong  to  no  angle,  but  are  referred 
equally  to  each  adjacent  one ;  and  vice  versa,  those  which 
are  directly  pointed  towards  any  angle  belong  to  no  side, 
but  are  to  be  considered  referable  equally  to  each  of  the 
adjacent  ones. 

In  forming,  then,  the  question,  our  attention  should  be 
first  directed  to  the  point  which  the  peg  marks,  and  the  side 
and  angle  to  which  it  belongs.  These  signs  should  be  noted 
as  those  which,  as  we  have  said,  connect  the  sorts  of  each 
member  of  the  equation ;  then  the  peg  being  placed  at  the 
letter  written  at  the  said  point  number  i,  and  that  being 
transferred  to  the  opposite  side  by  means  of  the  direction  of 
right  line  (as  the  astrologers  do,  assigning  the  reason  of 
names  by  which  feasts  are  designated)  number  2.  Then 
proceeding  to  the  other  extremity  of  the  line,  as  if  it  were 
continued  through  the  intermediate  ring  number  3,  and  so 
on,  until  the  letter  adjacent  to  the  first  point  recurs,  and  so 
on.  Hence  descending  by  the  right  line  to  the  point  ter- 
minated in  the  convexity  of  the  interior  circle,  fix  the  peg  in 
either  adjacent  hole.  The  number  last  enumerated  will 
show  how  many  sought  quantities,  or,  which  is  the  same, 
how  many  given  equations  there  are  in  the  question.  The 
former  members  of  these  are  constituted  by  the  unknown 
quantities  taken  alternately,  and  connected  with  the  lateral 
sign,  the  latter,  by  the  unknown  or  known  quantities  (as  may 
be  determined  by  the  letter  written  at  the  internal  point) 
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connected  with  the  sought  by  the  angular.  Moreover,  d 
shows  that  various  sorts  of  known  quantities  are  to  be  used, 
s  that  only  one,  f  the  numeral  figures  2,  3,  4,  &c,  x  that 
the  sought  quantities  are  to  be  repeated.  But  it  is  to  be 
observed,  in  the  latter  member  of  each  equation  no  other 
unknown  quantities  are  set  down  than  those  which  are  found 
in  the  first  member  of  the  following  equation.  What  has 
been  said  will  be  illustrated  by  examples. 

Let  us  say  now,  that  the  peg  occupies  the  hole  marked  by 
a  star,  and  the  point  to  which  it  refers  will  belong  to  the 
side,  the  sign  of  which  is  + ,  and  to  the  angle,  the  sign  of 
which  is  x ;  which  signs  I  set  down  on  paper,  the  lateral  on 
the  left,  or  first,  then  the  angular.  Moreover,  e  is  written  at 
the  point  at  which  I  reckon  1 ;  thence  (but  it  is  allowable 
of  two  lines  to  follow  the  direction  of  either)  proceeding 
towards  the  left,  I  come  on  a,  at  which  I  reckon  2  ;  thence, 
turning  to  2,  I  reckon  3 ;  then  proceeding  across,  I  meet 
with  e,  the  letter  placed  at  the  first  point,  at  which,  reckoning 
4,  I  proceed  directly  to  the  interior  point  marked  by  the 
letter  d.  There  will,  therefore,  be  four  sought  quantities  in 
the  question ;  which,  connected  alternately  by  the  lateral 
sign  + ,  will  constitute  the  first  members  of  the  given  equa- 
tion. But  the  latter  will  be  constituted  of  various  known 
and  unknown  quantities  (on  account  of  d),  connected  by  X , 
the  angular  sign,  in  this  way  : — 


a  +  e  =  yb 

a=? 

e  +  y  =  zc 

e  =  ? 

y  +  z  =  ad 

y  =  ? 

x  +  a  =  ef 

2  =  ? 

Wherefore,  if  we  say  that  the  peg  is  in  the  preceding  hole, 
so  that  it  will  directly  be  directed  to  the  lateral  + ,  and  we 
follow  the  direction  of  the  left  line,  there  will  result  three 
quantities  to  be  investigated  ;  and  the  interior  point  will 
have  the  letter/  Whence  the  number  of  the  given  equations, 
and  the  signs  of  the  former  members  of  the  same,  and  the 
species  of  the  latter  are  determined.  But  since  in  this  case 
the  point  is  circumstanced  indifferently  with  respect  to  the 
two  adjacent  angles,  therefore  their  signs  are  to  be  employed 
alternately ;  from  which  conditions  results  a  question  of  this 
kind  : — 
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a  +  e  =  2y 

a  =  ? 

e  +  y  =  3— a 

e  =  ? 

y  +  a  =  4« 

y  =  ? 

But  if  we  say  that  the  peg  is  to  be  fixed  in  the  following 
hole,  the  peg  point  should  be  directed  towards  +  angular, 
and  will  equally  have  reference  to  the  lateral  signs  +  and  — . 
Then,  if  you  be  inclined  to  take  the  right  path,  according  to 
the  rules  laid  down  above,  the  following  question  will  result : — 

a  +  e  =  ey  a  =  ? 

e  —  y  =  ay  e  —  t 

y  +  a  —  ae  y  =  ? 

1  But  it  should  first  be  observed,  that  the  rules  laid  down 
admit  some  variety  in  the  combinations  of  signs  and  sorts, 
whence  it  is  that  the  point  and  direction  being  determined, 
various  questions  arise. 

Secondly,  that  although  we  have  already  said,  that  a  stop 
should  be  made  at  the  recurrence  of  the  first  letter,  that  rule, 
however,  can  be  changed  at  the  will  of  each ;  so  that  we 
may  proceed  until  a,  e,  z,  x,  successively  turn  up,  or  some  of 
them  twice ;  or  until  we  reach  some  other  limit.  But  we 
hasten  to  the  game.  First,  then,  let  some  of  the  players  form 
a  question  for  himself,  according  to  the  method  just  laid 
down.  The  other  must  do  the  same,  then,  by  the  same 
rules.  So  the  question  of  each  being  made  out,  each  should 
set  himself  about  the  solution  of  that  which  chance  has 
given  him.  Then  let  each  set  down  a  fraction,  the  numera- 
tor of  which  is  to  be  the  number  of  quantities  sought  in  his 
problem,  and  the  denominator  the  number  of  degrees  or 
equations  which,  whilst  the  question  was  solving,  he  set  down 
on  paper.  He  is  to  be  the  winner  whose  fraction  is  the 
largest. 

Then,  if  fugitive  quantities  elude  the  eager  algebraist,  he 
must  be  considered  to  have  lost  all  hope  of  victory.  Nor 
altogether  unreasonably,  since  it  must  happen  rather  by  the 
fault  of  the  selector  than  by  mischance,  that  the  question  is 
undeterminate. 

As  often  as  in  the  sport  we  come  to  an  equation  adfected 
beyond  quadratic,  there  will  be  no  need  of  a  tedious  process, 

1  See  Appendix. 
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or  construction  by  parabola ;  it  is  sufficient  if  an  unknown 
root,  its  kind  being  changed,  be  regarded  as  known. 

The  solution  of  all  the  questions  being  finished,  each 
should  examine  the  work  of  the  other,  for  which  purpose 
parchment  margins  are  convenient.  As  to  pledges  and  fines, 
each  may  settle  that  as  he  pleases,  for  I  leave  these  to 
others. 

As  regards  the  problems,  they  are  not  difficult,  for  other- 
wise they  would  be  ill  suited  for  amusement ;  but  they  are 
of  that  kind  the  solution  of  which  will  redound  to  the  great 
advantage  of  the  players  whilst  they  strive  to  reach  the 
proper  path,  whilst  they,  in  their  minds,  run  over  long  trains 
of  consequences,  and  try  to  comprehend  the  whole  series  of 
analysis  in  a  very  brief  glance.  Permit  me  now,  excellent 
youth,  briefly  to  address  others,  for  you,  whom  the  difficulty 
itself  attracts,  have  no  need  of  an  exhorter.  I  address  you, 
college  youths,  who  have  energy  of  mind,  sagacity,  and 
penetration,  but  are  averse  from  sad  seclusion  in  the  study 
and  the  lives  of  those  generally  called  Pumps,  thinking 
better  to  show  your  talents  among  your  fellow  idlers  in  play 
and  games.  You  see  what  a  mere  game  is  algebra,  and  that 
both  chance  and  science  find  place  in  it.  Why  should  you 
not,  then,  come  to  this  gaming  table  ?  For  you  need  not 
here  dread  that  which  happens  in  cards,  chess,  draughts — 
that  whilst  some  play  others  stand  idly  by  ;  for  whoever 
wish  to  play,  can  at  once  play  and  study ;  and  some,  too, 
make  a  little  money.  But  I  think  I  hear  some  one  exclaim- 
ing in  these  words,  Do  you  think  that  we  can  be  deceived  ? 
We  are  not  to  be  lured  by  presenting  the  appearance  of  a 
game,  into  learning  a  very  difficult  science,  which  must  be 
mastered  with  great  pains.  I  answer,  that  algebra  is  so  far 
difficult  as  is  required  for  a  game ;  for  if  you  take  away  all 
difficulty,  you  also  take  away  all  recreation  and  amusement. 
For  all  plays  are  so  many  arts  and  sciences.  Nor  is  there 
any  distinction  between  this  and  the  others,  but  that  they 
only  regard  present  gratification ;  but  from  this,  besides 
most  delightful  occupation,  other  abundant  fruits  are  obtained. 
But,  so  far  is  this  from  having  a  pernicious  tendency,  that 
he  is  in  every  respect  praiseworthy,  according  to  the  ex- 
.  pression  of  the  poet,  "  and  has  gained  every  point,  who  has 
combined  the  useful  with  the  agreeable." 
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But  what  are  those  fruits  which  you  extol  ?  To  enumerate 
them,  mathematics  in  all  their  extent ;  the  arts  and  sciences, 
advancing  civil  and  military  affairs,  should  be  reviewed.  For 
through  all  these  is  diffused  the  wonderful  power  of  algebra. 
It  is  styled  by  all,  the  great,  the  wonderful  art,  the  highest 
pinnacle  of  human  knowledge,  the  kernel  and  key  of  all 
mathematics ;  and,  by  some,  the  foundation  of  all  sciences. 
And,  indeed,  how  difficult  would  it  be  to  assign  the  limits  of 
algebra,  when  it  has  latterly  extended  to  natural  philosophy 
and  medicine,  and  daily  sets  about  the  most  valuable  argu- 
ments. That  I  may  pass  over  other  things,  in  the  Philo- 
sophical Transactions,  No.  257,  there  are  algebraic  theorems 
on  the  certainty  of  human  evidences  and  traditions ;  and  it 
may  be  laid  down  for  certain  that  wherever  greater  and  less 
are  brought  forward,  wherever  any  ratio  or  proportion  can 
be  admitted,  there  algebra  finds  a  place. 

But  perhaps  some  one  may  say,  that  he  cares  neither  for 
mathematics,  nor  for  anything  treated  mathematically.  Be 
it  so;  let  us  so  far  indulge  the  desire,  the  ignorance  of 
persons ;  for  I  venture  to  maintain  that  this  contempt 
proceeds  from  ignorance  of  the  most  exalted  pursuits,  and 
"  which  distinguish  us  from  barbarians." '  But  is  there  any- 
one who  thinks  slightingly  of  a  capacious  intellect,  a  sagacious 
genius,  a  sound  judgment?  If  there  be  anyone  so  devoid 
of  reason,  let  him  then  disregard  mathematics,  the  great 
importance  of  which,  for  forming  all  the  best  habits  of  the 
mind,  is  allowed  by  all. 

Bacon  somewhere,  in  what  he  has  written  concerning  the 
advancement  of  knowledge,  has  observed  a  sort  of  analogy 
between  the  play  of  hand-ball  and  mathematics.  To  wit,  as 
by  means  of  that,  besides  the  pleasure  primarily  aimed  at,  we 
attain  other  more  valuable  objects,  agility  and  strength  of 
body,  quicksightedness ;  so  mathematical  studies,  besides 
their  proper  aims  and  uses,  have  that  collateral  one,  that  they 
abstract  the  mind  from  the  senses,  sharpen  and  confirm  the 
talents.  The  ancients  formerly,  the  wiser  of  the  moderns 
now,  allow  this.  The  efficacy  of  algebra  in  rearing  the  in- 
tellectual powers  is  shown,  amongst  others,  by  Descartes,  and 
more  at  length  by  Malbranche's  Inquiry  into  Truth,  book  vi.,v;^p    •?-., 


1  See  an  Essay  in  English,  on  the   Gardens  of  Epicurus,  by^Sir  j  .         './.. 
William  Temple,  Bart.  2.  **$  ,*$    «$  '  U 
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part  i.,  chap  5,  and  part  ii.,  chap.  8  ;  and  many  other  places. 
And  those  excellent  rules  which,  in  book  vi.,  part  ii.,  chap.  1, 
he  lays  down  to  be  observed  in  the  solution  of  questions,  and 
which  are  so  admirable,  that  an  ingenious  author  considers 
that  an  angel  could  not  give  better ;  these  angelic  rules,  I  say, 
seem  taken  from  algebra.  Why  need  I  mention  others,  when 
John  Locke,  who,  if  anyone  did,  knew  well  all  the  defects  of 
the  human  intellect  and  their  remedies,  recommends,  as 
infinitely  useful,  the  study  of  mathematics  in  general,  and  of 
algebra  especially,  to  all  raised  above  the  populace  ?  See  his 
Posthumous  Works,  pp.  30,  31,  32,  &c,  Treatise  on  the 
Conduct  of  the  Understanding,  a  small  and  imperfect  work 
indeed,  but  which  may  well  be  preferred  to  the  vast  and 
elaborate  volumes  of  others.  But  an  author  of  great  name 
thinks  that  mathematical  pursuits  require  too  severe  medita- 
tion, and  which  is  less  suitable  for  a  man  of  rank  and  devoted 
to  pleasure.  I  answer,  as  Locke  exhorts,  that  the  judgment 
of  the  dissentient,  St.  Evremont,  is  set  against  it  to  no 
purpose.  For  he  must  be  regarded  an  incompetent  judge 
who,  as  is  most  probable  from  his  life  and  writings,  had 
scarcely  entered  the  threshold.  But  if  the  bark  seem  hard 
and  dry,  what  wonder  is  it  ?  But  that  I  may  state  the  affair 
as  it  is,  the  best  way  is  that  each,  making  trial  of  the  matter, 
follow  their  own  judgment.  Nor  is  there  reason  for  raising 
up  great  difficulties  because  the  word  algebra  has  I  know  not 
what  harsh  and  fearful  sound.  For  anyone  can,  in  the  short 
space  of  a  month,  learn  the  art  as  far  as  may  be  requisite  for 
the  game. 

Having  now  explained  our  game  and  views,  I  request  the 
mathematical  reader  to  receive  candidly  these  scanty  first- 
fruits  of  my  studies,  as  I  will  probably  produce  others  better 
hereafter.  For  the  present  other  studies  engage,  which,  dry 
and  jejune  enough,  have  taken  the  place  of  delightful  mathe- 
matics. In  the  meantime  do  you,  excellent  youth,  accept 
this  rhapsody  of  trifles  as  a  sort  of  emblem  of  regard  for  your- 
self.    Adieu. 


APPENDIX. 

That  anyone  may  fully  comprehend  my  purpose,  I  have 
thought  it  advisable  to  place  before  the  view,  in  the  following 
pages,  all  the  variations  of  combinations  and  sorts  in  the 
questions  which  the  above-stated  conditions  of  playing  admit 
of. 

But  it  should  be  observed,  in  the  first  place,  that  the 
following  formulae,  according  to  the  modes  of  combination 
and  sorts  of  quantities,  but  not  all  according  to  the  number 
of  the  given  equations,  belong  to  the  respective  points ;  for 
often  more  than  three  quantities  are  to  be  investigated. 

Secondly,  that  as  all  formulae  of  questions  may  be  had, 
various  limits  are  to  be  laid  down  ;  otherwise  only  two  of  the 
four  classes  can  belong  to  any  one  point. 

I  call  the  first  point  that  which  is  directed  to  the  lateral 
+ ,  the  second  that  next  to  it  on  the  right,  and  so  on. 


TO   THE   READER. 

I  have  sometimes  regretted  too  late  to  have  given  forth 
these  efforts  of  my  youth,  struggling  for  some  knowledge  of 
mathematics  only  occasionally,  and  from  my  own  resources. 
And  I  would  still  regret  it,  but  that  hence  has  arisen  an  occa- 
sion of  emulation  for  a  noble  pair  of  geniuses,  growing  up  as 
the  hope  of  the  rising  generation.  Nor  do  I  boast  any  other 
claim  on  the  republic  of  letters.  Let  these  things  be  con- 
sidered a  deprecation  of  envy,  of  censure,  on  account  of  my 
rashness ;  if,  indeed,  I  have  given  occasion  of  any. 
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First  Point. 

a  +  e  =  b  x   ee-bbx.yy-bex.bb-eyy.bb-y 

e+y=b-yyxbb-aa  xby-bbxya—  b  b  x.  a 

s    y  +  a  =  bxaa-bbx   ee-baxbb-aexbb-e 

a  +  e  =  b  x   ee-bbxyy-bexbb-eyxbb-y 

e+y=c-yyx   cc-aaxcy-  ccxya-ccxa 

dy+a  —  dxaa  —  ddx   e  e  -  d  a  x  dd  —  a  e  x  d  d  -  e 

a+e=2xee-22x  yy  -2ex22-eyx22-y 

e+y=3-yyx33-aax3y-33xya-33xa 

fy+a  =  4xaa-<\4X   f  «  -43  x  44-  «f  x  44  -  « 

a  +  e  =  exye-yex  yy  -  e 

e+y=y-ayxaa-yaxy 

xy  +  a  =  axea-eax  e  e  -  a 


Second  Point. 


a+e=bxebxy 
e+y=bxybxa 

s   y  +  a  =  bxabxe 

a+e=bxebxy 

e+y=cxycxa 

d  y  +  a  —  d  x  ad  x  e 

a  +  e  —  2  x  e  2  x  y 

e+y=$xy3xa 

/y  +  a  =  4xa^xe 


a  +  e  =  e   x  y 

e  +  y  =  y  x  a 

J- 

y  +  a  =  a  x  e 

Third  Point. 

a  +  e  a  -  e  =  e 

X 

by  x  b 

* 

e-ye  +  y=y 

X 

b  a  x  b 

y  +  ay  -  a  =  a 

X 

b  e  x  b 

a  +  e  a  -   e  =  e 

X 

by  x  b 

d 

e  -  y  e  +  y  =  y 

X 

c  a  x  c 

y  +  ay  -  a  =  a 

X 

d  e   x  d 

a  +  ea-e  =  ex2yx2 

f    e-ye+y=yx$ax3 

y  +  ay  -a  =  ax^ex^ 

a  +  e  a  -   e  =  e    x  y 

x    e-ye+y=yxa 

y  +  ay  -  a  =  a  x  e 
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Fourth  Point. 


a  -  e  = 

e  -  y  = 
y  -  a  = 


b  x  e  b  x  y 
b  x  yb  x  a 
b  x  a  b  x  e 


a-e  =  bxeb 


d   e  —  y  = 
y  -  a  = 


f    e  -  y  = 
y  -  a  = 


y 

c  x  y  c  x  a 
d x  ad x  e 

2  x  e  2  x.  y 

3  x j3  x  a 

4  x  a  4  x  e 


a  -  e  =  e   x  y 


y  x 

a  x 


T^/j  /few?. 

-  e  =  e  x  b  b'-r  e y  x  b  b  -r  y  b 

-y  =  y-±bbxya-i-bbxab-i-  yy  x  b  b  -r  a  a 


y  -  a  =  a  x  b  b  -J-  a  e  x  b  b  -r  e  b  x  a  a  -J-  b  b 


d    e 

y 


-  y  = 


f    e  -  y  = 

y  -  a- 


e  x  b  b 
y  t  c  c 
a  x  dd 

e  x  2  2 

y  -5-  33 

a  x  4  4 


a  -  e  =  e  x 

_y  -  a  =  a  x 


ye 
ay 

e  a 


e  y  x  b  b 

y  a  —  c  c 

a  e  x  dd 

e  y  x  2.2. 

ya  -r  33 

e  o  x  4  4 

y  e  x  yy 

a  a  -r  y  a 

e  a  x  e  e 


e  e  -r  b  b  x  y  y  +  b 


ybxee-rbbx  y  y 
a  c  -r  yy  x  c  c  -r  a  a 
e  d  x  a  a-r  dd  x  e  e 

y  2  X  ££-J-£2x  yy 
&Z  -r  yy  *  c"i-7  aa 
e  4  x  a  a  -j-  a*4  x  e  e  ■ 

b 

y 


a 
s    e 

y 

a 
d    e 

y 

a 

f    t 

y 

a 

x    e 
v 


Sixth  Point. 


—  e  =  b-7-eb-Z-ye-T  by  -j- 


=  b 


—  a  =  b  -j-  a  b 

-  e  =  b  —  e  b 


-  y  =  c  -r 


—  a  —  d 


- y-3  ■* 


-  y  =  y  * 


y  b  -~  ay  ■?■  b  a  ■$■ 


yc 

a  d 
e  2 

yz 

«4 


a  a  -r  y 


-a=:a-j-ee-ra 


e  a 
y e 

ay 

e  a 

ye 
ay 
e  a 


be  -r 

by 

e  a  -r  c 

de  -f  d 

■t  2y  -r  2 

v  4*  t  4 
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Seventh  Point. 

a  -  e  a 

x  e  =  e  -J-  b  b  ■—  e  y 

A 

bb 

t; 

s 

e  x  y  e 

-  y  =  y  -f  b  b  -j-  y  a 

4- 

bb 

■f  a 

y  -  ay 

xa  =  a-i-b&-r-ae 

V 

bb 

-r   <? 

a  -  e  a 

x  e=e-i-bb-i-ey 

4- 

bb 

*> 

d 

e   x  y  e 

—  y  —  y  -r  c  c  -~  y  a 

T 

c  c 

4-  a 

y  -  ay 

x  a  =  a  -f  d d  -j-  ue 

T 

dd 

-r  e 

a  -  e  a 

X    £  =  £-f22-r£^' 

-f 

2  2 

*y 

f 

e  +  ye 

-  7=7^-  33  ■*->« 

■f 

33 

-r  a 

y  -  ay 

xu=«t447(i« 

T 

44 

-r  * 

a  -  e  a 

X  «  =  «  -f  ^J/  -r  tf 

X 

e  +  y  e 
y  -  ay 

-7  =  y  t  a  a  4-^ 
x  a  =  a  -f  e«  -fa 

/ 


x   e 
x  / 


Eighth  Point. 

■1-bbS-ey-i-bb— y 
bb-rya-rbb-i-a 


e  +  bb 


axe 
e  x  y 
y  x  a  =  a  -j-  tf'a'  -r  «  #  ■$■ 


=  v  4-  ^  c 


axe 
e  x  y 
y  x  a 

axe 
e  x  y 
y  x  a 


y  -r 


-  y 


b  b  -r  a  e  -f  £  £  -r 


2  2 

33 

44 

77 

«  a  -r  y 

e  e 


e  y 
ya 


bb  ^  y 

C  C  -r  a 

dd  +  e 

22  -r  y 

44  t  <f 


tf    X    £ 
J      f     X   / 

y  x  a 

axe 

d   e   x  y 

y  x  a 


f 


axe 
e  x  y 
v  x  a 


x  e 
x  y 


=  b  +  a  a 

=  b  +  e  e 
c  -=-  yy 
d  +  a  a 

2  +  e  e 

3  t  yy 

4  +  a  a 

e  +  y  e 
y  -r  ay 
a  +  e  a 


Ninth  Point, 
b  b  +  yy  -f  b  e  +  b  b 


b  +  e 

b+yy  +  bb-i-aa  +  by 
bb  + 


e  y  +  b  b  —  y 

bb+ya-rbb  +  a 
-i-ba  +  bb  —  ae  +  bb 


b  b  +  y  y 
c  c  -r  aa 
d  d  +  e  e 

22+  y  y 

33Tflfl 
4  4  +  e  e 


be+bb  +  ey  +  bb 
cy  +  cc+ya-i-cc 
da  +  d  d  -r  a  e  -r  d  d 

2£  +  22-r£_y+22 

3J,-r33+J"»+33 

4a+44-j-o«  +  44 


-7 

+  a 


*> 


a  a  —  y  a  +  y 
e  a  +  e  e  -r  a 
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axe  =  e+by  +  b 

s    exy=y  +  ba  +  b 

yxa=a  +  be  +  b 

axe  =  e  +  by  +  b 

d   e  xy=y+ca+c 

yxa=a  +  de  +  d 


Tenth  Point. 


axe  =  e  +  2y  +  2 
f  e   *y=y  +  3a  +  3 

yxa=a  +  $e  +  4 


a  x  e  =  e  +  y 

x    e   x  y  =  y  +  a 
y  x  a  =  a  +  e 

Eleventh  Point. 

axea-~e  =  e 
s    e+yexy=y 

y  x  ay  —  a  —  a 

+  by 
+  b  a 

+  b  e 

+  b 
+  b 
+  b 

axea-?e  =  e 

de-ryexy=y 

y  x  ay  -r  a  =  a 

+  by 
+  c  a 

+  de 

+  b 
+  c 
+  d 

axea-i-e  =  e  +  2y 

f   e+yexy=y  +  $a 

yxay  +  a  =  a  +  4.e 

+  2 
+  3 
+  4 

axea-r-e  =  e 

x   e~-yexy— y 

y  x  ay  -f  a  =  a 

+  y 

+  a 

+  e 

a-t-e  =  b  +  eb 

t    e+y=b+yb 

y  -f  a  =  b  +  a  b 

Twelfth  Point. 

+  y 
+  a 

+  e 

a-r  e  =  b  +  e  b 

d   e  -f  y  —  c  +  y  c 

y  -f  a  —  d  +  ad 

+  y 

+  a 
+  e 

a  4-  tf  =  2  +  «2 

f   e  -r  y  =  3  +  yi 
y-ra  =  4  +  e<\. 

+  y 

+  a 
+  a 

a  -f  e  =  e  +  y 
x  e  -r  y  =  y  +  a 

v  -r  a  =  a  +  e 
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Thirteenth  Point. 
a-i-e  =  e  +  bb-ey-hbb-yb  +  ee-bb+yy-b 
s    e-ry  =  y-bbxya-bb  +  ab-  yy  +  bb~aa  +  b 
v-i-a  =  a  +  bb-ae  +  bb-eb+aa-bb  +  ee-b 

a-re=e  +  bb-ey  +  bb-yb  +  ee-bb  +  yy-b 

d    e+y  =  y-cc+ya-cc  +  ac-  yy  +cc  —  aa+c 

y  -r,a  =  a  +  dd  -  a  e  +  d d  -  e  d  +  a  a  -  dd  +  e  e  -  d 

a  -r  e  =    «+22-«]y+22-)'2  +  <f-22+;^-2 

x   *-fj)/  =  .y-33+;>"3:-33+«3->'.y +  33-^  +  3 
y  -=-  a  =  a  +44-  a  e  +  4  4  -  «4  +ao  -44  +  <«  -4 

a  +  e  =  e   +  ye-ye+yy-e 

x    e  +  y=y-ay+aa-yaxy 

y+a—  a  +  ea-ea  +  ee-a 

Fourteenth  Point. 

a  -r  e  —  b   -eb-ye-by-b 

s    e  -r  y  —  b-yb-ay-ba-b 

y  -r  a  =s  b   -ab-ea-be  —  b 

a  -4-  e  =  b   -eb-ye-by-b 

d   e  -f  y  =  c   -yc-ay-ca-c 

y-^a  —  d-ab-ea-de-d 

a-^e  —  2-e2-ye-2y-2 

f   e±y  =  Z-yi-<iy-2,a-S 

y-i-a=4-a^-ea-ne-4 

a  -=-  e  =  e  -  yy  -  e 

x   e-i-y  =  y-aa-y 

y  -r  a  —  a  -  e  e  —  a 


Fifteenth  Point. 
a-rea  +  e  =  e-by-bb-eb-y 
s    e+ye+y=y—  ba-bb-yb  —  a 
y  +  ay  +  a  =  a—  b  e  —  b  b  —  a  b  —  e 

a  +  ea  +  e=e-by-bb-eb-y 

d   e+ye-ry— y-ea-cc-yc-a 

y  -f  ay  +  a  =  a-de-  dd  -  ad  —  e 

a-rea  +  e  =  e-2y-22^e2-y 

f   e+ye+y=y-  3<*-33-y3-a 
y  +  ay  +  a  =  a-4e-44-a4-a 

a  +  ea  +  e  =  e-  yy  -  e 

x    e+ye+y=y-aa-y 

y  -r  ay  +a  =  a-ee—  a 
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Sixteenth  Point. 

a  +  e  =  e  -   \y-bb-eb-y 

s    a+y=y-iz-bb-yb-a 

y  +  a  =  a  —  be  —  b  b  —  a  b  —  e 

a  +  e  =  e-by-bb-eb-y 

d   e+y— y-ca-cc— yc-a 

y  +  a  =  a  —  d  e  —  dd  —  ad—  e 

a  +  e=e-2y-22-e2-y 

f   e+y=y-  3a-  33  -y3  -a 
y+a  =  a-4.e-44~a4-e 

a  +  e  =  e  -  y  y  -  e 

x    e+y=y-aa-y 

y  +  a  =■  a  —  e  e  —  a 

N.B. — There  is  also  another  variety  in  the  first  member  of 
the  equations,  where  the  analytic  sign  is  found  ;  that  is,  if  we 
transpose  the  sorts.     For  instance,  if  in  the  fourth  point  we 

\e~a  I    .  I    ~       I    the  questions  will  be 

use  \y-e\  m  the  twelfth  \y±*    \  doubled. 

\a-y)  \  a±y   ) 

Lest  anyone  should  perchance  suppose  that  in  our  game 
all  possible  questions  art;  exhibited  by  our  tables,  it  should 
be  observed  that  they  are,  in  fact,  innumerable.  For  these 
stops  can  be  varied  without  end  ;  whence  arise  innumerable 
questions,  in  each  of  which,  however,  no  other  methods  are 
to  be  followed  in  determining  signs,  combinations,  and  sorts, 
than  those  which  are  set  forth  in  the  questions  alone  of  each 
odd  number  except  unit  of  the  quantities  sought,  and  these 
are  accordingly  exhibited  in  the  tables  which  we  have  given. 
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TO  THE 

RIGHT  HON.  SIR  JOHN  PERCIVALE, 
BART. 

one  of  her  majesty's  most  honourable  privy 
council  in  the  kingdom  of  ireland. 

Sir, 

I  COULD  not,  without  doing  violence  to  myself,  forbear 
upon  this  occasion  to  give  some  public  testimony  of  the 
great  and  well-grounded  esteem  I  have  conceived  for  you, 
ever  since  I  had  the  honour  and  happiness  of  your  ac- 
quaintance. The  outward  advantages  of  fortune,  and  the 
early  honours  with  which  you  are  adorned,  together  with  the 
reputation  you  are  known  to  have  amongst  the  best  and 
most  considerable  men,  may  well  imprint  veneration  and 
esteem  on  the  minds  of  those  who  behold  you  from  a 
distance.  But  these  are  not  the  chief  motives  that  inspire 
me  with  the  respect  I  bear  you.  A  nearer  approach  has  given 
me  the  view  of  something  in  your  person  infinitely  beyond 
the  external  ornaments  of  honour  and  estate.  I  mean,  an 
intrinsic  stock  of  virtue  and  good  sense,  a  true  concern  for 
religion,  and  disinterested  love  of  your  country.  Add  to 
these  an  uncommon  proficiency  in  the  best  and  most  useful 
parts  of  knowledge ;  together  with  (what  in  my  mind  is  a 
perfection  of  the  first  rank)  a  surpassing  goodness  of  nature. 
All  which  I  have  collected,  not  from  the  uncertain  reports  of 
fame,  but  from  my  own  experience.  Within  these  few 
months  that  I  have  the  honour  to  be  known  unto  you,  the 
many  delightful  hours  I  have  passed  in  your  agreeable  and 
improving  conversation  have  afforded  me  the  opportunity  of 
discovering  in  you  many  excellent  qualities,  which  at  once 
fill  me  with  admiration  and  esteem.     That  one  at  those 
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years,  and  in  those  circumstances  of  wealth  and  greatness, 
should  continue  proof  against  the  charms  of  luxury  and  those 
criminal  pleasures  so  fashionable  and  predominant  in  the 
age  we  live  in  ;  that  he  should  preserve  a  sweet  and  modest 
behaviour,  free  from  that  insolent  and  assuming  air  so 
familiar  to  those  who  are  placed  above  the  ordinary  rank  of 
men  ;  that  he  should  manage  a  great  fortune  with  that 
prudence  and  inspection,  and  at  the  same  time  expend  it 
with  that  generosity  and  nobleness  of  mind,  as  to  shew  him- 
self equally  remote  from  a  sordid  parsimony  and  a  lavish  in- 
considerate profusion  of  the  good  things  he  is  intrusted  with 
— this,  surely,  were  admirable  and  praiseworthy.  But,  that 
he  should,  moreover,  by  an  impartial  exercise  of  his  reason, 
and  constant  perusal  of  the  sacred  Scriptures,  endeavour  to 
attain  a  right  notion  of  the  principles  of  natural  and  revealed 
religion  ;  that  he  should  with  the  concern  of  a  true  patriot 
have  the  interest  of  the  public  at  heart,  and  omit  no  means 
of  informing  himself  what  may  be  prejudicial  or  advantageous 
to  his  country,  in  order  to  prevent  the  one  and  promote  the 
other ;  in  fine,  that,  by  a  constant  application  to  the  most 
severe  and  useful  studies,  by  a  strict  observation  of  the  rules 
of  honour  and  virtue,  by  frequent  and  serious  reflections  on 
the  mistaken  measures  of  the  world,  and  the  true  end  and 
happiness  of  mankind,  he  should  in  all  respects  qualify  him- 
self bravely  to  run  the  race  that  is  set  before  him,  to  deserve 
the  character  of  great  and  good  in  this  life,  and  be  ever  happy 
hereafter — this  were  amazing  and  almost  incredible.  Yet  all 
this,  and  more  than  this,  Sir,  might  I  justly  say  of  you,  did 
either  your  modesty  permit,  or  your  character  stand  in  need 
of  it.  I  know  it  might  deservedly  be  thought  a  vanity  in  me 
to  imagine  that  anything  coming  from  so  obscure  a  hand  as 
mine  could  add  a  lustre  to  your  reputation.  But,  I  am 
withal  sensible  how  far  I  advance  the  interest  of  my  own,  by 
laying  hold  on  this  opportunity  to  make  it  known  that  I  am 
admitted  into  some  degree  of  intimacy  with  a  person  of  your 
exquisite  judgment.  And,  with  that  view,  I  have  ventured 
to  make  you  an  address  of  this  nature,  which  the  goodness  I 
have  ever  experienced  in  you  inclines  me  to  hope  will  meet 
with  a  favourable  reception  at  your  hands.  Though  I  must 
own  I  have  your  pardon  to  ask,  for  touching  on  what  may 
possibly  be  offensive  to  a  virtue  you  are  possessed  of  in  a 
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very  distinguishing  degree.  Excuse  me,  Sir,  if  it  was  out  of 
my  power  to  mention  the  name  of  Sir  John  Percivale 
without  paying  some  tribute  to  that  extraordinary  and  sur- 
prising merit  whereof  I  have  so  clear  and  affecting  an  idea, 
and  which,  I  am  sure,  cannot  be  exposed  in  too  full  a  light 
for  the  imitation  of  others.  Of  late,  I  have  been  agreeably 
employed  in  considering  the  most  noble,  pleasant,  and 
comprehensive  of  all  the  senses.  The  fruit  of  that  (labour 
shall  I  call  it  or)  diversion  is  what  I  now  present  you  with, 
in  hopes  it  may  give  some  entertainment  to  one  who,  in  the 
midst  of  business  and  vulgar  enjoyments,  preserves  a  relish 
for  the  more  refined  pleasures  of  thought  and  reflexion.  My 
thoughts  concerning  Vision  have  led  me  into  some  notions, 
so  far  out  of  the  common  road  that  it  had  been  improper  to 
address  them  to  one  of  a  narrow  and  contracted  genius.  But, 
you,  Sir,  being  master  of  a  large  and  free  understanding, 
raised  above  the  power  of  those  prejudices  that  enslave  the 
far  greater  part  of  mankind,  may  deservedly  be  thought 
a  proper  patron  for  an  attempt  of  this  kind.  Add  to  this, 
that  you  are  no  less  disposed  to  forgive  than  qualified  to 
discern  whatever  faults  may  occur  in  it.  Nor  do  I  think 
you  defective  in  any  one  point  necessary  to  form  an  exact 
judgment  on  the  most  abstract  and  difficult  things,  so  much 
as  in  a  just  confidence  of  your  own  abilities.  And,  in  this 
one  instance,  give  me  leave  to  say,  you  shew  a  manifest 
weakness  of  judgment.  With  relation  to  the  following  Essay, 
I  shall  only  add  that  I  beg  your  pardon  for  laying  a  trifle  of 
that  nature  in  your  way,  at  a  time  when  you  are  engaged  in 
the  important  affairs  of  the  nation,  and  desire  you  to  think 
that  I  am,  with  all  sincerity  and  respect, 

Sir, 

Your  most  faithful  and  most  humble  servant, 

GEORGE  BERKELEY.1 


1  This  Dedication  appears  only  in  the  first  edition. 
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see,  but  not  feel,  might  make  in  geometry. 

154.  He  cannot  understand  those  parts  which  relate  to  solids,  and  their 

surfaces,  and  lines  generated  by  their  section. 

155.  Nor  even  the  elements  of  plane  geometry. 

156.  The  proper  objects  of  sight  incapable  of  being  managed  as  geo- 

metrical figures. 

157.  The  opinion  of  those  who  hold  plane  figures  to  be  the  immediate 

objects  of  sight  considered. 

158.  Planes  no  more  the  immediate  objects  of  sight  than  solids. 

1 59.  Difficult  to  enter  precisely  into  the  thoughts  of  the  above-mentioned 

intelligence. 

160.  The  object  of  geometry,  its  not  being  sufficiently  understood,  cause 

of  difficulty  and  useless  labour  in  that  science.1 


1  There  was  in  the  first  edition  a  section  160. 
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MY  design  is  to  shew  the  manner  wherein  we  perceive  by 
sight  the  distance,  magnitude,  and  situation  of  objects. 
Also  to  consider  the  difference  there  is  betwixt  the  ideas  of 
sight  and  touch,  and  whether  there  be  any  idea  common  to 
both  senses.1 

2.  It  is,  I  think,  agreed  by  all  that  distance  of  itself,  and 
immediately,  cannot  be  seen.  For  distance  being  a  line 
directed  endwise  to  the  eye,  it  projects  only  one  point  in  the 
fund  of  the  eye — which  point  remains  invariably  the  same, 
whether  the  distance  be  longer  or  shorter. 

3.  I  find  it  also  acknowledged  that  the  estimate  we  make 
of  the  distance  of  objects  considerably  remote  is  rather  an 
act  of  judgment  grounded  on  experience  than  of  sense. 
For  example,  when  I  perceive  a  great  number  of  inter- 
mediate objects,  such  as  houses,  fields,  rivers,  and  the  like, 
which  I  have  experienced  to  take  up  a  considerable  space,  I 
thence  form  a  judgment  or  conclusion,  that  the  object  I  see 
beyond  them  is  at  a  great  distance.  Again,  when  an  object 
appears  faint  and  small  which  at  a  near  distance  I  have 
experienced  to  make  a  vigorous  and  large  appearance,  I 
instantly  conclude  it  to  be  far  off. — And  this,  it  is  evident, 
is  the  result  of  experience;  without  which,  from  the  faintness 
and  littleness,  I  should  not  have  inferred  anything  concerning 
the  distance  of  objects. 

1  In  the  first  edition  ( I 709)  there  followed  this  passage  :  ' '  In  treating 
of  all  which,  it  seems  to  me,  the  writers  of  optics  have  proceeded  on 
wrong  principles. " 
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4.  But,  when  an  object  is  placed  at  so  near  a  distance  as 
that  the  interval  between  the  eyes  bears  any  sensible  pro- 
portion to  it,  the  opinion  of  speculative  men  is,  that  the  two 
optic  axes  (the  fancy  that  we  see  only  with  one  eye  at  once 
being  exploded),  concurring  at  the  object,  do  there  make  an 
angle,  by  means  of  which,  according  as  it  is  greater  or  lesser, 
the  object  is  perceived  to  be  nearer  or  farther  off. ' 

5.  Betwixt  which  and  the  foregoing  manner  of  estimating 
distance  there  is  this  remarkable  difference  : — that,  whereas 
there  was  no  apparent  necessary  connexion  between  small 
distance  and  a  large  and  strong  appearance,  or  between  great 
distance  and  a  little  and  faint  appearance,  there  appears 
a  very  necessary  connexion  between  an  obtuse  angle  and 
near  distance,  and  an  acute  angle  and  farther  distance.  It 
does  not  in  the  least  depend  upon  experience,  but  may  be 
evidently  known  by  anyone  before  he  had  experienced  it, 
that  the  nearer  the  concurrence  of  the  optic  axes  the  greater 
the  angle,  and  the  remoter  their  concurrence  is,  the  lesser  will 
be  the  angle  comprehended  by  them. 

6.  There  is  another  way,  mentioned  by  optic  writers, 
whereby  they  will  have  us  judge  of  those  distances  in  respect 
of  which  the  breadth  of  the  pupil  hath  any  sensible  bigness. 
And  that  is  the  greater  or  lesser  divergency  of  the  rays, 
which,  issuing  from  the  visible  point,  do  fall  on  the  pupil — 
that  point  being  judged  nearest  which  is  seen  by  most 
diverging  rays,  and  that  remoter  which  is  seen  by  less 
diverging  rays  ;  and  so  on,  the  apparent  distance  still  increas- 
ing, as  the  divergency  of  the  rays  decreases,  till  at  length  it 
becomes  infinite  when  the  rays  that  fall  on  the  pupil  are  to 
sense  parallel.  And  after  this  manner  it  is  said  we  perceive 
distance  when  we  look  only  with  one  eye. 

7.  In  this  case  also  it  is  plain  we  are  not  beholden  to  ex- 
perience :  it  being  a  certain,  necessary  truth  that,  the  nearer 
the  direct  rays  falling  on  the  eye  approach  to  a  parallelism, 
the  farther  off  is  the  point  of  their  intersection,  or  the  visible 
point  from  whence  they  flow. 

8.  Now,  though  the  accounts  here  given  of  perceiving  near 
distance  by  sight  are  received  for  true,  and  accordingly  made 
use  of  in  determining  the  apparent  places  of  objects,  they  do 

1  See  what  Descartes  and  others  have  written  on  this  subject.— 
Author. 
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nevertheless  seem  to  me  very  unsatisfactory,  and  that  for 
these  following  reasons  : — l 

9.  It  is  evident  that,  when  the  mind  perceives  any  idea, 
not  immediately  and  of  itself,  it  must  be  by  the  means  of 
some  other  idea.  Thus,  for  instance,  the  passions  which  are 
in  the  mind  of  another  are  of  themselves  to  me  invisible.  I 
may  nevertheless  perceive  them  by  sight,  though  not  imme- 
diately, yet  by  means  of  the  colours  they  produce  in  the 
countenance.  We  often  see  shame  or  fear  in  the  looks  of  a 
man,  by  perceiving  the  changes  of  his  countenance  to  red  or 
pale. 

10.  Moreover,  it  is  evident  that  no  idea  which  is  not  itself 
perceived  can  be  to  me  the  means  of  perceiving  any  other 
idea.  If  I  do  not  perceive  the  redness  or  paleness  of  a 
man's  face  themselves,  it  is  impossible  I  should  perceive  by 
them  the  passions  which  are  in  his  mind. 

11.  Now,  from  sect,  ii.,  it  is  plain  that  distance  is  in  its 
own  nature  imperceptible,  and  yet  it  is  perceived  by  sight. 
It  remains,  therefore,  that  it  be  brought  into  view  by  means 
of  some  other  idea,  that  is  itself  immediately  perceived  in  the 
act  of  vision. 

12.  But  those  lines  and  angles  by  means  whereof  some 
men  pretend  to  explain  the  perception  of  distance,  are  them- 
selves not  at  all  perceived,  nor  are  they  in  truth  ever  thought 
of  by  those  unskilful  in  optics.  I  appeal  to  anyone's  ex- 
perience, whether,  upon  sight  of  an  object,  he  computes  its 
distance  by  the  bigness  of  the  angle  made  by  the  meeting  of 
the  two  optic  axes  ?  or  whether  he  ever  thinks  of  the  greater 
or  lesser  divergency  of  the  rays  which  arrive  from  any  point 
to  his  pupil  ?  nay,  whether  it  be  not  perfectly  impossible  for 
him  to  perceive  by  sense  the  various  angles  wherewith  the 
rays,  according  to  their  greater  or  lesser  divergence,  do  fall 
on  the  eye  ?  Everyone  is  himself  the  best  judge  of  what  he 
perceives,  and  what  not.    In  vain  shall  any  man  tell  me,  that 

1  In  the  first  (1709)  edition  section  eight  reads  thus  :  "  I  have  here 
set  down  the  common  current  accounts  that  are  given  of  our  perceiving 
near  distances  by  sight,  which,  though  they  are  unquestionably  received 
for  true  by  mathematicians,  and  accordingly  made  use  of  by  them  in  de- 
termining the  apparent  places  of  objects,  do  nevertheless  seem  to  me 
very  unsatisfactory,  and  that  for  these  following  reasons  : — " 

The  section  was  revised  as  above  in  the  second  edition. 

I.  G 
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I  perceive  certain  lines  and  angles  which  introduce  into  my 
mind  the  various  ideas  of  distance,  so  long  as  I  myself  am 
conscious  of  no  such  thing. 

1 3.  Since  therefore  those  angles  and  lines  are  not  them- 
selves perceived  by  sight,  it  follows,  from  sect,  x.,  that  the 
mind  does  not  by  them  judge  of  the  distance  of  objects. 

14.  The  truth  of  this  assertion  will  be  yet  farther  evident 
to  anyone  that  considers  those  lines  and  angles  have  no  real 
existence  in  nature,  being  only  an  hypothesis  framed  by  the 
mathematicians,  and  by  them  introduced  into  optics  that  they 
might  treat  of  that  science  in  a  geometrical  way. 

15.  The  last  reason  I  shall  give  for  rejecting  that  doctrine 
is,  that  though  we  should  grant  the  real  existence  of  those 
optic  angles,  &c,  and  that  it  was  possible  for  the  mind  to  per- 
ceive them,  yet  these  principles  would  not  be  found  sufficient  to 
explain  the  phenomena  of  distance,  as  shall  be  shewn  hereafter. 

16.  Now,  it  being  already  shewn  that  distance  is  suggested 
to  the  mind,  by  the  mediation  of  some  other  idea  which  is 
itself  perceived  in  the  act  of  seeing,  it  remains  that  we  inquire 
what  ideas  or  sensations  there  be  that  attend  vision,  unto 
which  we  may  suppose  the  ideas  of  distance  are  connected, 
and  by  which  they  are  introduced  into  the  mind. — And,  first, 
it  is  certain  by  experience,  that  when  we  look  at  a  near  object 
with  both  eyes,  according  as  it  approaches  or  recedes  from 
us,  we  alter  the  disposition  of  our  eyes,  by  lessening  or 
widening  the  interval  between  the  pupils.  This  disposition 
or  turn  of  the  eyes  is  attended  with  a  sensation,  which  seems 
to  me  to  be  that  which  in  this  case  brings  the  idea  of  greater 
or  lesser  distance  into  the  mind. 

1 7.  Not  that  there  is  any  natural  or  necessary  connexion 
between  the  sensation  we  perceive  by  the  turn  of  the  eyes  and 
greater  or  lesser  distance.  But — because  the  mind  has,  by 
constant  experience,  found  the  different  sensations  corre- 
sponding to  the  different  dispositions  of  the  eyes  to  be  at- 
tended each  with  a  different  degree  of  distance  in  the  object 
— there  has  grown  an  habitual  or  customary  connexion 
between  those  two  sorts  of  ideas  ;  so  that  the  mind  no  sooner 
perceives  the  sensation  arising  from  the  different  turn  it  gives 
the  eyes,  in  order  to  bring  the  pupils  nearer  or  farther  asunder, 
but  it  withal  perceives  the  different  idea  of  distance  which 
was  wont  to  be  connected  with   that  sensation.     Just  as, 
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upon  hearing  a  certain  sound,  the  idea  is  immediately  sug- 
gested to  the  understanding  which  custom  had  united  with  it. 

18.  Nor  do  I  see  how  I  can  easily  be  mistaken  in  this 
matter.  I  know  evidently  that  distance  is  not  perceived  of 
itself — that,  by  consequence,  it  must  be  perceived  by  means 
of  some  other  idea,  which  is  immediately  perceived,  and 
varies  with  the  different  degrees  of  distance.  I  know  also 
that  the  sensation  arising  from  the  turn  of  the  eyes  is  of 
itself  immediately  perceived,  and  various  degrees  thereof  are 
connected  with  different  distances,  which  never  fail  to 
accompany  them  into  my  mind,  when  I  view  an  object 
distinctly  with  both  eyes  whose  distance  is  so  small  that  in 
respect  of  it  the  interval  between  the  eyes  has  any  consider- 
able magnitude. 

19.  I  know  it  is  a  received  opinion  that,  by  altering  the 
disposition  of  the  eyes,  the  mind  perceives  whether  the 
angle  of  the  optic  axes,  or  the  lateral  angles  comprehended 
between  the  interval  of  the  eyes  and  the  optic  axes,  are  made 
greater  or  lesser  ;  and  that,  accordingly,  by  a  kind  of  natural 
geometry,  it  judges  the  point  of  their  intersection  to  be 
nearer  or  farther  off.  But  that  this  is  not  true  I  am  con- 
vinced by  my  own  experience,  since  I  am  not  conscious  that 
I  make  any  such  use  of  the  perception  I  have  by  the  turn  of 
my  eyes.  And  for  me  to  make  those  judgments,  and  draw 
those  conclusions  from  it,  without  knowing  that  I  do  so, 
seems  altogether  incomprehensible. 

20.  From  all  which  it  follows,  that  the  judgment  we  make 
of  the  distance  of  an  object  viewed  with  both  eyes  is  entirely 
the  result  of  experience.  If  we  had  not  constantly  found 
certain  sensations,  arising  from  the  various  disposition  of  the 
eyes,  attended  with  certain  degrees  of  distance,  we  should 
never  make  those  sudden  judgments  from  them  concerning 
the  distance  of  objects ;  no  more  than  we  would  pretend  to 
judge  of  a  man's  thoughts  by  his  pronouncing  words  we  had 
never  heard  before. 

21.  Secondly,  an  object  placed  at  a  certain  distance  from 
the  eye,  to  which  the  breadth  of  the  pupil  bears  a  consider- 
able proportion,  being  made  to  approach,  is  seen  more  con- 
fusedly. And  the  nearer  it  is  brought  the  more  confused 
appearance  it  makes.  And,  this  being  found  constantly  to 
be  so,  there  ariseth  in  the  mind  an  habitual  connexion  between 
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the  several  degrees  of  confusion  and  distance ;  the  greatc 
confusion  still  implying  the  lesser  distance,  and  the  lesse 
confusion  the  greater  distance  of  the  object. 

22.  This  confused  appearance  of  the  object  doth  there 
fore  seem  to  be  the  medium  whereby  the  mind  judgeth  c 
distance,  in  those  cases  wherein  the  most  approved  write] 
of  optics  will  have  it  judge  by  the  different  divergency  wit . 
which  the  rays  flowing  from  the  radiating  point  fall  on  the 
pupil.     No  man,  I  believe,  will  pretend  to  see  or  feel  those 
imaginary  angles  that  the  rays  are  supposed  to  form  accord 
ing  to  their  various  inclinations  on  his  eye.     But  he  canno: 
choose  seeing  whether  the  object  appear  more  or  less  con 
fused.     It  is  therefore  a  manifest  consequence  from  wha 
has  been  demonstrated  that,  instead  of  the  greater  or  lessei 
divergency  of  the  rays,  the  mind  makes  use  of  the  greater  or 
lesser  confusedness  of  the  appearance,  thereby  to  determine 
the  apparent  place  of  an  object. 

23.  Nor  doth  it  avail  to  say  there  is  not  any  necessary 
connexion  between  confused  vision  and  distance  great  or 
small.  For  I  ask  any  man  what  necessary  connexion  hi 
sees  between  the  redness  of  a  blush  and  shame  ?  And  ye 
no  sooner  shall  he  behold  that  colour  to  arise  in  the  face  o 
another  but  it  brings  into  his  mind  the  idea  of  that  passioi 
which  hath  been  observed  to  accompany  it. 

24.  What  seems  to  have  misled  the  writers  of  optics  ii 
this  matter  is,  that  they  imagine  men  judge  of  distance  a 
they  do  of  a  conclusion  in  mathematics  ;  betwixt  which  ant 
the  premises  it  is  indeed  absolutely  requisite  there  be  a. 
apparent,  necessary  connexion.  But  it  is  far  otherwise  ii 
the  sudden  judgments  men  make  of  distance.  We  are  nc 
to  think  that  brutes  and  children,  or  even  grown  reasonabl 
men,  whenever  they  perceive  an  object  to  approach  or  depai 
from  them,  do  it  by  virtue  of  geometry  and  demonstration. 

25.  That  one  idea  may  suggest  another  to  the  mind,  i 
will  suffice  that  they  have  been  observed  to  go  together, 
without  any  demonstration  of  the  necessity  of  their  coexist- 
ence, or  without  so  much  as  knowing  what  it  is  that  makes 
them  so  to  coexist.  Of  this  there  are  innumerable  instances, 
of  which  no  one  can  be  ignorant. 

26.  Thus,  greater  confusion  having  been  constantly  at 
tended  with  nearer  distance,  no  sooner  is  the  former  idea 
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perceived  but  it  suggests  the  latter  to  our  thoughts.  And,  if 
it  had  been  the  ordinary  course  of  nature  that  the  farther  off 
an  object  were  placed  the  more  confused  it  should  appear,  it 
is  certain  the  very  same  perception  that  now  makes  us  think 
an  object  approaches  would  then  have  made  us  to  imagine  it 
went  farther  off — that  perception,  abstracting  from  custom 
and  experience,  being  equally  fitted  to  produce  the  idea  of 
great  distance,  or  small  distance,  or  no  distance  at  all. 

27.  Thirdly,  an  object  being  placed  at  the  distance  above 
specified,  and  brought  nearer  to  the  eye,  we  may  neverthe- 
less prevent,  at  least  for  some  time,  the  appearance's  growing 
more  confused,  by  straining  the  eye.  In  which  case  that 
sensation  supplies  the  place  of  confused  vision,  in  aiding  the 
mind  to  judge  of  the  distance  of  the  object ;  it  being 
esteemed  so  much  the  nearer  by  how  much  the  effort  or 
straining  of  the  eye  in  order  to  distinct  vision  is  greater. 

28.  I  have  here  set  down  those  sensations  or  ideas  that 
seem  to  be  the  constant  and  general  occasions  of  introducing 
into  the  mind  the  different  ideas  of  near  distance.  It  is 
true,  in  most  cases,  that  divers  other  circumstances  contribute 
to  frame  our  idea  of  distance,  to  wit,  the  particular  number, 
size,  kind,  &c.  of  the  things  seen.  Concerning  which,  as 
well  as  all  other  the  forementioned  occasions  which  suggest 
distance,  I  shall  only  observe,  they  have  none  of  them,  in 
their  own  nature,  any  relation  or  connexion  with  it :  nor  is  it 
possible  they  should  ever  signify  the  various  degrees  thereof, 
otherwise  than  as  by  experience  they  have  been  found  to  be 
connected  with  them. 

29.  I  shall  proceed  upon  these  principles  to  account  for  a 
phenomenon  which  has  hitherto  strangely  puzzled  the  writers 
of  optics,  and  is  so  far  from  being  accounted  for  by  any  of 
their  theories  of  vision,  that  it  is,  by  their  own  confession, 
plainly  repugnant  to  them  ;  and  of  consequence,  if  nothing 
else  could  be  objected,  were  alone  sufficient  to  bring  their 
credit  in  question.  The  whole  difficulty  I  shall  lay  before 
you  in  the  words  of  the  learned  Doctor  Barrow,  with  which 
he  concludes  his  Optic  Lectures. 

"  Haec  sunt,  quae  circa  partem  opticae  praecipue  mathema- 
ticam  dicenda  mihi  suggessit  meditatio.  Circa  reliquas  (quae 
(pvaiKwrepat  sunt,   adeoque  sepiuscule  pro  certis  principiis 


86 


AN    ESSAY  TOWARDS   A 


plausibiles  conjecturas  venditare  necessum  habent)  nihil  fere 
quicquarn  admodum  verisimile  succurrit,  a  pervulgatis  (ab  iis, 
inquam,  quae  Keplerus,  Scheinerus,  Cartesius,  et  post  illos  alii 
tradiderunt)  alienum  aut  diversum.  Atqui  tacere  malo,  quam 
toties  oblatam  cramben  reponere.  Proinde  receptui  cano  ; 
nee  ita  tamen  ut  prorsus  discedam,  anteaquam  improbam 
quandam  difficultatem  (pro  sinceritate  quam  et  vobis  et  veri- 
tati  debeo  minime  dissimulandam)  in  medium  protulero,  quae 
doctrinse  nostras,  hactenus  inculcatae,  se  objicit  adversam,  ab 
ea  saltern  nullam  admittit  solutionem.  Ilia,  breviter,  talis  est. 
Lenti  vel  speculo  cavo  E  B  F  expon- 
atur  punctum  visibile  A,  ita  distans,  ut 
radii  ex  A  manantes  ex  inflectione  versus 
axem  A.  B  cogantur.  Sitque  radiationis 
limes  (seu  puncti  A  imago,  qualem  supra 
passim  statuimus)  punctum  Z.  Inter 
hoc  autem  et  inflectentis  verticem 
B  uspiam  positus  concipiatur  oculus. 
Quaeri  jam  potest,  ubi  loci  debeat  punc- 
tum A  apparere  ?  Retrorsum  ad  punc- 
tum Z  videri  non  fert  natura  (cum 
omnis  impressio  sensum  afficiens  pro- 
veniat  a  partibus  A)  ac  experientia 
reclamat.  Nostris  autem  e  placitis 
consequi  videtur,  ipsum  ad  partes  an- 
ticas  apparens,  ab  intervallo  longissime 
dissito  (quod  et  maximum  sensibile 
quodvis  intervallum  quodammodo  ex- 
superet),  apparere.  Cum  enim  quo 
radiis  minus  divergentibus  attingitur 
objectum,  eo  (seclusis  utique  prasno- 
tionibus  et  praajudiciis)  longius  abesse 
sentiatur  ;  et  quod  parallelos  ad  oculum 
radios  projicit,  remotissime  positum  sestimetur :  exigere  ratio 
videtur,  ut  quod  convergentibus  radiis  apprehenditur,  adhuc 
magis,  si  fieri  posset,  quoad  apparentiam  elongetur.  Quin  et 
circa  casum  hunc  generatim  inquiri  possit,  quidnam  omnino 
sit,  quod  apparentem  puncti  A  locum  determined  faciatque 
quod  constanti  ratione  nunc  propius,  nunc  remotius  appareat? 
Cui  itidem  dubio  nihil  quicquarn  ex  hactenus  dictorum  ana- 
logia  responded  posse  videtur,nisi  debere  punctum  A  perpetuo 
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longissime  semotum  videri.  Verum  experientia  secus  attes- 
tatur,  illud  pro  diversa  oculi  inter  puncta  B,  Z,  positione 
varie  distans,  nunquam  fere  (si  unquam)  longinquius  ipso  A 
libere  spectato,  subinde  vero  multo  propinquius  adparere ; 
quinimo,  quo  oculum  appellentes  radii  magis  convergunt,  eo 
speciem  objecti  propius  accedere.  Nempe,  si  puncto  B 
admoveatur  oculus,  suo  (ad  lentem)  fere  nativo  in  loco  con- 
spicitur  punctum  A  (vel  aeque  distans,  ad  speculum) ;  ad  Q 
reductus  oculus  ejusce  speciem  appropinquantem  cernit ;  ad 
P  adhuc  vicinius  ipsum  existimat ;  ac  ita  sensim,  donee 
alicubi  tandem,  velut  ad  Q,  constituto  oculo,  objectum  summe 
propinquum  apparens  in  meram  confusionem  incipiat  evanes- 
cere.  Quae  sane  cuncta  rationibus  atque  decretis  nostris 
repugnare  videntur,  aut  cum  iis  saltern  parum  amice  con- 
spirant.  Neque  nostram  tantum  sententiam  pulsat  hoc  ex- 
perimentum,  at  ex  aequo  caeteras  quas  norim  omnes  :  veterem 
imprimis  ac  vulgatam,  nostne  pras  reliquis  affinem,  ita  con- 
vellere  videtur,  ut  ejus  vi  coactus  doctissimus  A.  Tacquetus 
isti  principio  (cui  pene  soli  totam  inasdificaverat  Catoptricam 
suam)  ceu  infido  ac  inconstanti  renunciarit,  adeoque  suam 
ipse  doctrinam  labefactarit  ?  id  tamen,  opinor,  minime  factu- 
rus,  si  rem  totam  inspexissit  penitius,  atque  difncultatis 
fundum  attigisset.  Apud  me  vero  non  ita  pollet  haec,  nee 
eousque  praepollebit  ulla  difficultas,  ut  ab  iis  quae  manifeste 
rationi  consentanea  video,  discedam  ;  praesertim  quum,  ut  hie 
accidit,  ejusmodi  difficultas  in  singularis  cujuspiam  casus  dis- 
paritate  fundetur.  Nimirum  in  praesente  casu  peculiare 
quiddam,  naturae  subtilitati  involutum,  dehtescit,  aegre  for- 
tassis,  nisi  perfectius  explorato  videndi  modo,  detegendum. 
Circa  quod  nil,  fateor,  hactenus  excogitare  potui,  quod 
adblandiretur  animo  meo,  nedum  plane  satisfaceret.  Vobis 
itaque  nodum  hunc,  utinam  feliciore  conatu,  resolvendum 
committo." 

In  English  as  follows : 

"  I  have  here  delivered  what  my  thoughts  have  suggested 
to  me  concerning  that  part  of  optics  which  is  more  properly 
mathematical.  As  for  the  other  parts  of  that  science  (which, 
being  rather  physical,  do  consequently  abound  with  plausible 
conjectures  instead  of  certain  principles),  there  has  in  them 
scarce  anything  occurred  to  my  observation  different  from 
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what  has  been  already  said  by  Kepler,  Scheinerus,  Descartes, 
&c.  And  methinks  I  had  better  say  nothing  at  all  than 
repeat  that  which  has  been  so  often  said  by  others.  I  think 
it  therefore  high  time  to  take  my  leave  of  this  subject.  But, 
before  I  quit  for  good  and  all,  the  fair  and  ingenuous  dealing 
that  I  owe  both  to  you  and  to  truth  obligeth  me  to  acquaint 
you  with  a  certain  untoward  difficulty,  which  seems  directly 
opposite  to  the  doctrine  I  have  been  hitherto  inculcating,  at 
least  admits  of  no  solution  from  it.  In  short  it  is  this. 
Before  the  double  convex  glass  or  con- 
cave speculum  E  B  F,  let  the  point  A 
be  placed  at  such  a  distance  that  the 
rays  proceeding  from  A,  after  refraction 
or  reflection,  be  brought  to  unite  some- 
where in  the  axis  AB.  And  suppose 
the  point  of  union  (i.e.  the  image  of  the 
point  A,  as  hath  been  already  set  forth) 
to  be  Z:  between  which  and  B,  the 
vertex  of  the  glass  or  speculum,  conceive 
the  eye  to  be  anywhere  placed.  The 
question  now  is,  where  the  point  A 
ought  to  appear.  Experience  shews 
that  it  doth  not  appear  behind  at  the 
point  Z,  and  it  were  contrary  to  nature 
that  it  should  ;  since  all  the  impression 
which  affects  the  sense  comes  from  to- 
wards A.  But,  from  our  tenets  it  should 
seem  to  follow  that  it  would  appear  before 
the  eye  at  a  vast  distance  off,  so  great 
as  should  in  some  sort  surpass  all  sen- 
sible distance.  For  since,  if  we  exclude 
all  anticipations  and  prejudices,  every 
object  appears  by  so  much  the  farther  off,  by  how  much  the  rays 
it  sends  to  the  eye  are  less  diverging ;  and  that  object  is  thought 
to  be  most  remote  from  which  parallel  rays  proceed  unto  the 
eye ;  reason  would  make  one  think  that  object  should  appear 
at  yet  a  greater  distance  which  is  seen  by  converging  rays. 
Moreover,  it  may  in  general  be  asked  concerning  this  case, 
what  it  is  that  determines  the  apparent  place  of  the  point  A, 
and  maketh  it  to  appear  after  a  constant  manner,  sometimes 
nearer,  at  other  times  farther  off?     To  which  doubt  I  see 
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lothing  that  can  be  answered  agreeable  to  the  principles  we 
lave  laid  down,  except  only  that  the  point  A  ought  always  to 
.ppear   extremely   remote.      But,  on  the  contrary,  we  are 
issured  by  experience,  that  the  point  A  appears  variously 
listant,  according  to  the  different  situations  of  the  eye  between 
he  points  B  and  Z.     And  that  it  doth  almost  never  (if  at 
.11)  seem  farther  off  than  it  would  if  it  were  beheld  by  the 
laked  eye ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  doth  sometimes  appear 
nuch  nearer.     Nay,  it  is  even  certain  that  by  how  much  the 
ays  falling  on  the  eye  do  more  converge,  by  so  much  the 
learer  does  the  object  seem  to  approach.     For,  the  eye  being 
ilaced  close  to  the  point  B,  the  object  A  appears  nearly  in 
;s  own  natural  place,  if  the  point  B  is  taken  in  the  glass,  or 
it  the  same  distance,  if  in  the  speculum.     The  eye  being 
)rought  back  to  O,  the  object  seems  to  draw  near  ;  and,  being 
•ome  to  P,  it  beholds  it  still  nearer  :  and  so  on  by  little  and 
ittle,  till  at  length  the  eye  being  placed  somewhere,  suppose 
at  Q,  the  object  appearing  extremely  near  begins  to  vanish 
into  mere  confusion.     All  which  doth  seem  repugnant  to  our 
principles ;  at  least,  not  rightly  to  agree  with  them.     Nor  is 
our  tenet  alone  struck  at  by  this  experiment,  but  likewise  all 
others  that  ever  came  to  my  knowledge  are  every  whit  as 
nuch  endangered  by  it.     The  ancient  one  especially  (which 
s   most  commonly  received,  and  comes  nearest  to  mine) 
seems  to  be  so  effectually  overthrown  thereby  that  the  most 
earned  Tacquet  has  been  forced  to  reject  that  principle,  as 
"alse  and  uncertain,  on  which  alone  he  had  built  almost  his 
.hole  Catoptrics,  and  consequently,  by  taking  away  the  found- 
ition,  hath  himself  pulled  down  the  superstructure  he  had 
■aised  on  it.     Which,  nevertheless,  I  do  not  believe  he  would 
iave  done,  had  he  but  considered  the  whole  matter  more 
horoughly,  and  examined  the  difficulty  to  the  bottom.     But 
us  for  me,  neither  this  nor  any  other  difficulty  shall  have  so 
_,rreat  an  influence  on  me,  as  to  make  me  renounce  that  which 
I  know  to  be  manifestly  agreeable  to  reason.     Especially 
vvhen,  as  it  here  falls  out,  the  difficulty  is  founded  in  the 
peculiar  nature  of  a  certain  odd  and  particular  case.     For,  in 
the  present  case  something  peculiar  lies  hid,  which,  being  in- 
volved in  the  subtilty  of  nature,  will  perhaps  hardly  be  dis- 
covered till  such  time   as  the  manner  of  vision   is   more 
perfectly  made  known.     Concerning  which,  I  must  own  I 
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have  hitherto  been  able  to  find  out  nothing  that  has  the  least 
show  of  probability,  not  to  mention  certainty.  I  shall  there- 
fore leave  this  knot  to  be  untied  by  you,  wishing  you  may 
have  better  success  in  it  than  I  have  had." 

30.  The  ancient  and  received  principle,  which  Dr.  Barrow 
here  mentions  as  the  main  foundation  of  Tacquet's  Catoptrics, 
is,  that  every  "  visible  point  seen  by  reflection  from  a  specu- 
lum shall  appear  placed  at  the  intersection  of  the  reflected 
ray  and  the  perpendicular  of  incidence."  Which  intersection 
in  the  present  case  happening  to  be  behind  the  eye,  it  greatly 
shakes  the  authority  of  that  principle  whereon  the  afore- 
mentioned author  proceeds  throughout  his  whole  Catoptrics 
in  determining  the  apparent  place  of  objects  seen  by  re- 
flection from  any  kind  of  speculum. 

31.  Let  us  now  see  how  this  phenomenon  agrees  with  our 
tenets.  The  eye,  the  nearer  it  is  placed  to  the  point  B  in 
the  above  figures,  the  more  distinct  is  the  appearance  of  the 
object :  but,  as  it  recedes  to  O,  the  appearance  grows  more 
confused ;  and  at  P  it  sees  the  objects  yet  more  confused  ; 
and  so  on,  till  the  eye,  being  brought  back  to  Z,  sees  the 
object  in  the  greatest  confusion  of  all.  Wherefore,  by  sect. 
21,  the  object  should  seem  to  approach  the  eye  gradually,  as 
it  recedes  from  the  point  B ;  that  is,  at  O  it  should  (in  con- 
sequence of  the  principle  I  have  laid  down  in  the  aforesaid 
section)  seem  nearer  than  it  did  at  B,  and  at  P  nearer 
than  at  O,  and  at  Q  nearer  than  at  P,  and  so  on,  till  it 
quite  vanishes  at  Z.  Which  is  the  very  matter  of  fact, 
as  anyone  that  pleases  may  easily  satisfy  himself  by  experi- 
ment. 

32.  This  case  is  much  the  same  as  if  we  should  suppose 
an  Englishman  to  meet  a  foreigner  who  used  the  same  words 
with  the  English,  but  in  a  direct  contrary  signification.  The 
Englishman  would  not  fail  to  make  a  wrong  judgment  of  the 
ideas  annexed  to  those  sounds,  in  the  mind  of  him  that 
used  them.  Just  so  in  the  present  case,  the  object  speaks 
(if  I  may  so  say)  with  words  that  the  eye  is  well  acquainted 
with,  that  is,  confusions  of  appearance ;  but,  whereas  hereto- 
fore the  greatest  confusions  were  always  wont  to  signify 
nearer  distances,  they  have  in  this  case  a  direct  contrary 
signification,  being  connected  with  the  greater  distances. 
Whence  it  follows  that  the  eye  must  unavoidably  be  mis- 
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taken,  since  it  will  take  the  confusions  in  the  sense  it  has 
been  used  to,  which  is  directly  opposed  to  the  true. 

33.  This  phenomenon,  as  it  entirely  subverts  the  opinion 
of  those  who  will  have  us  judge  of  distance  by  lines  and 
angles,  on  which  supposition  it  is  altogether  inexplicable,  so 
it  seems  to  me  no  small  confirmation  of  the  truth  of  that 
principle  whereby  it  is  explained.  But,  in  order  to  a  more 
full  explication  of  this  point,  and  to  show  how  far  the  hypo- 
thesis of  the  mind's  judging  by  the  various  divergency  of 
rays  may  be  of  use  in  determining  the  apparent  place  of  an 
object,  it  will  be  necessary  to  premise  some  few  things, 
which  are  already  well  known  to  those  who  have  any  skill  in 
Dioptrics. 

34.  First,  Any  radiating  point  is  then  distinctly  seen  when 
the  rays  proceeding  from  it  are,  by  the  refractive  power  of 
the  crystalline,  accurately  reunited  in  the  retina  or  fund 
of  the  eye.  But  if  they  are  reunited  either  before  they 
arrive  at  the  retina,  or  after  they  have  passed  it,  then  there 
is  confused  vision. 

35.  Secondly,  Suppose,  in  the  adjacent  figures,  N  P  repre- 
sent an  eye  duly  framed,  and  retaining  its  natural  figure. 
In  fig.  1  the  rays  falling  nearly  parallel  on  the  eye,  are,  by 
the  crystalline  A  B,  refracted,  so  as  their  focus,  or  point  of 
union  F,  falls  exactly  on  the  retina.  But,  if  the  rays  fall 
sensibly  diverging  on  the  eye,  as  in  fig  2,  then  their  focus 
falls  beyond  the  retina ;  or,  if  the  rays  are  made  to  converge 
by  the  lens  Q  S,  before  they  come  at  the  eye,  as  in  fig.  3, 
their  focus  F  will  fall  before  the  retina.  In  which  two  last 
cases  it  is  evident,  from  the  foregoing  section,  that  the 
appearance  of  the  point  Z  is  confused.  And,  by  how  much 
the  greater  is  the  convergency  or  divergency  of  the  rays  fall- 
ing on  the  pupil,  by  so  much  the  farther  will  the  point 
of  their  reunion  be  from  the  retina,  either  before  or  behind 
it,  and  consequently  the  point  Z  will  appear  by  so  much  the 
more  confused.  And  this,  by  the  bye,  may  shew  us  the 
difference  between  confused  and  faint  vision.  Confused 
vision  is,  when  the  rays  proceeding  from  each  distinct  point 
of  the  object  are  not  accurately  re-collected  in  one  cor- 
responding point  on  the  retina,  but  take  up  some  space 
thereon — so  that  rays  from  different  points  become  mixed 
and  confused  together.    This  is  opposed  to  a  distinct  vision, 
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and  attends  near  objects.  Faint  vision  is  when,  by  reason 
of  the  distance  of  the  object,  or  grossness  of  the  interjacent 
medium,  few  rays  arrive  from  the  object  to  the  eye.  This  is 
opposed  to  vigorous  or  clear  vision,  and  attends  remote 
objects.     But  to  return. 

36.  The  eye,  or  (to  speak  truly)  the  mind,  perceiving  only 
the  confusion  itself,  without  ever  considering  the  cause  from 
which  it  proceeds,  doth  constantly  annex  the  same  degree  of 
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distance  to  the  same  degree  of  confusion.  Whether  that 
confusion  be  occasioned  by  converging  or  by  diverging  rays 
it  matters  not.  Whence  it  follows  that  the  eye,  viewing  the 
object  Z  through  the  glass  Q  S  (which  by  refraction  causeth 
the  rays  Z  Q,  Z  S,  &c.  to  converge),  should  judge  it  to  be  at 
such  a  nearness,  at  which,  if  it  were  placed,  it  would  radiate 
on  the  eye,  with  rays  diverging  to  that  degree  as  would 
produce  the  same  confusion  which  is  now  produced  by  con- 
verging rays,  i.e.  would  cover  a  portion  of  the  retina  equal  to 


NEW   THEORY  OF  VISION.  93 

D  C.  (Vide  fig.  3,  sup.)  But  then  this  must  be  understood 
(to  use  Dr.  Barrow's  phrase)  "  seclusis  prasnotionibus  et 
praejudiciis,"  in  case  we  abstract  from  all  other  circumstances 
of  vision,  such  as  the  figure,  size,  faintness,  &c,  of  the 
visible  objects — all  which  do  ordinarily  concur  to  form  our 
idea  of  distance,  the  mind  having,  by  frequent  experience, 
observed  their  several  sorts  or  degrees  to  be  connected  with 
various  distances. 

37.  It  plainly  follows  from  what  hath  been  said,  that  a 
person  perfectly  purblind  {i.e.  that  could  not  see  an  object 
distinctly  but  when  placed  close  to  his  eye)  would  not  makt 
the  same  wrong  judgment  that  others  do  in  the  foremen- 
tioned  case.  For,  to  him,  greater  confusions  constantl) 
suggesting  greater  distances,  he  must,  as  he  recedes  from  the 
glass,  and  the  object  grows  more  confused,  judge  it  to  be  at 
a  farther  distance,  contrary  to  what  they  do  who  have  had 
the  perception  of  the  objects  growing  more  confused  con- 
nected with  the  idea  of  approach. 

38.  Hence  also  it  doth  appear,  there  may  be  good  use  of 
computation,  by  lines  and  angles,  in  optics ;  not  that  the 
mind  judgeth  of  distance  immediately  by  them,  but  because 
it  judgeth  by  somewhat  which  is  connected  with  them,  and  to 
the  determination  whereof  they  may  be  subservient.  Thus, 
the  mind  judging  of  the  distance  of  an  object  by  the  con- 
fusedness  of  its  appearance,  and  this  confusedness  being 
greater  or  lesser  to  the  naked  eye  according  as  the  object  is 
seen  by  rays  more  or  less  diverging,  it  follows  that  a  man 
may  make  use  of  the  divergency  of  the  rays,  in  computing 
the  apparent  distance,  though  not  for  its  own  sake,  yet  on 
account  of  the  confusion  with  which  it  is  connected.  But, 
so  it  is,  the  confusion  itself  is  entirely  neglected  by  mathe- 
maticians, as  having  no  necessary  relation  with  distance, 
such  as  the  greater  or  lesser  angles  of  divergency  are  con- 
ceived to  have.  And  these  (especially  for  that  they  fall 
under  mathematical  computation)  are  alone  regarded,  in 
determining  the  apparent  places  of  objects,  as  though  they 
were  the  sole  and  immediate  cause  of  the  judgments  the 
mind  makes  of  distance.  Whereas,  in  truth,  they  should 
not  at  all  be  regarded  in  themselves,  or  any  otherwise  than 
as  they  are  supposed  to  be  the  cause  of  confused  vision. 

39.  The  not  considering  of  this  has  been  a  fundamental 
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and  perplexing  oversight.     For  proof  whereof,  we  need  go 
no  farther  than  the  case  before  us.    It  having  been  observed 
that  the  most  diverging  rays  brought  into  the  mind  the  idea 
of  nearest  distance,  and  that  still  as  the  divergency  decreased 
the  distance  increased,  and  it  being  thought  the  connexion 
between  the  various  degrees  of  divergency  and  distance  was 
immediate — this  naturally  leads  one  to  conclude,  from  an 
ill-grounded  analogy,  that  converging  rays  shall  make  an 
object  appear  at  an  immense  distance,  and  that,  as  the  con- 
vergency  increases,  the  distance  (if  it  were  possible)  should 
do  so  likewise.     That  this  was  the  cause  of  Dr.  Barrow's 
mistake  is  evident  from  his  own  words  which  we  have  quoted. 
Whereas,  had  the  learned  Doctor  observed  that  diverging 
and  converging  rays,  how  opposite  soever  they  may  seem,  do 
nevertheless  agree  in  producing  the  same  effect,  to  wit,  con- 
fusedness  of  vision,  greater  degrees  whereof  are  produced  in- 
differently, either  as  the  divergency  or  convergency  of  the 
rays  increaseth ;  and  that  it  is  by  this  effect,  which  is  the 
same  in  both,  that  either  the  divergency  or  convergency  is 
perceived  by  the  eye — I  say,  had  he  but  considered  this,  it 
is  certain  he  would  have  made  a  quite  contrary  judgment, 
and  rightly  concluded  that  those  rays  which  fall  on  the  eye 
with  greater  degrees  of  convergency  should  make  the  object 
from  whence  they  proceed  appear  by  so  much  the  nearer. 
But  it  is  plain  it  was  impossible  for  any  man  to  attain  to 
a  right  notion  of  this  matter,  so  long  as  he   had  regard 
only  to  lines  and  angles,  and  did  not  apprehend  the  true 
nature  of  vision,  and  how  far  it  was  of  mathematical  con- 
sideration. 

40.  Before  we  dismiss  this  subject,  it  is  fit  we  take  notice 
of  a  query  relating  thereto,  proposed  by  the  ingenious  Mr. 
Molyneux,  in  his  Treatise  of  Dioptrics  (par.  i.  prop.  31.  sect. 
9.),  where,  speaking  of  the  difficulty  we  have  been  explaining, 
he  has  these  words  :  "  And  so  he  (i.e.  Dr.  Barrow)  leaves  this 
difficulty  to  the  solution  of  others,  which  I  (after  so  great  an 
example)  shall  do  likewise ;  but  with  the  resolution  of  the 
same  admirable  author,  of  not  quitting  the  evident  doctrine 
which  we  have  before  laid  down,  for  determining  the  locus 
objecti,  on  account  of  being  pressed  by  one  difficulty,  which 
seems  inexplicable  till  a  more  intimate  knowledge  of  the 
visive  faculty  be  obtained  by  mortals.     In  the  meantime 
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I  propose  it  to  the  consideration  of  the  ingenious,  whether 
the  locus  apparens  of  an  object  placed  as  in  this  ninth  section 
be  not  as  much  before  the  eye  as  the  distinct  base  is  behind 
the  eye  ?  "  To  which  query  we  may  venture  to  answer  in  the 
negative.  For,  in  the  present  case,  the  rule  for  determining 
the  distance  of  the  distinct  base,  or  respective  focus  from  the 
glass  is  this :  As  the  difference  between  the  distance  of  the 
object  and  focus  is  to  the  focus  or  focal  length,  so  the  distance  of 
the  object  from  the  glass  is  to  the  distance  of  the  respective  focus 
or  distinct  base  from  the  glass.  (Molyneux,  Dioptr.,  par.  i. 
prop.  5.)  Let  us  now  suppose  the  object  to  be  placed  at  the 
distance  of  the  focal  length,  and  one-half  of  the  focal  length 
from  the  glass,  and  the  eye  close  to  the  glass.  Hence  it  will 
follow,  by  the  rule,  that  the  distance  of  the  distinct  base 
behind  the  eye  is  double  the  true  distance  of  the  object 
before  the  eye.  If,  therefore,  Mr.  Molyneux's  conjecture 
held  good,  it  would  follow  that  the  eye  should  see  the  object 
twice  as  far  off  as  it  really  is ;  and  in  other  cases  at  three  or 
four  times  its  due  distance,  or  more.  But  this  manifestly 
contradicts  experience,  the  object  never  appearing,  at  farthest, 
beyond  its  due  distance.  Whatever,  therefore,  is  built  on 
this  supposition  (vide  corol.  L  prop.  57,  ibid.)  comes  to  the 
ground  along  with  it. 

41.  From  what  hath  been  premised,  it  is  a  manifest  con- 
sequence, that  a  man  born  blind,  being  made  to  see,  would 
at  first  have  no  idea  of  distance  by  sight :  the  sun  and  stars, 
the  remotest  objects  as  well  as  the  nearer,  would  all  seem  to 
be  in  his  eye,  or  rather  in  his  mind.  The  objects  intromitted 
by  sight  would  seem  to  him  (as  in  truth  they  are)  no  other 
than  a  new  set  of  thoughts  or  sensations,  each  whereof  is  as 
near  to  him  as  the  perceptions  of  pain  or  pleasure,  or  the  most 
inward  passions  of  his  soul.  For,  our  judging  objects  per- 
ceived by  sight  to  be  at  any  distance,  or  without  the  mind, 
is  (vide  sect,  xxviii.)  entirely  the  effect  of  experience,  which 
one  in  those  circumstances  could  not  yet  have  attained  to. 

42.  It  is  indeed  otherwise  upon  the  common  supposition — 
that  men  judge  of  distance  by  the  angle  of  the  optic  axes,  just 
as  one  in  the  dark,  or  a  blind  man  by  the  angle  comprehended 
by  two  sticks,  one  whereof  he  held  in  each  hand.  For, 
if  this  were  true,  it  would  follow  that  one  blind  from  his 
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birth,  being  made  to  see,  should  stand  in  need  of  no  nev 
experience,  in  order  to  perceive  distance  by  sight.  Bu 
that  this  is  false  has,  I  think,  been  sufficiently  demonstrated 

43.  And  perhaps,  upon  a  strict  inquiry,  we  shall  not  fin« 
that  even  those  who  from  their  birth  have  grown  up  in  a  cor. 
tinued  habit  of  seeing  are  irrecoverably  prejudiced  on  tb 
other  side,  to  wit,  in  thinking  what  they  see  to  be  at  ; 
distance  from  them.     For,  at  this  time  it  seems  agreed  01 
all  hands,  by  those  who  have  had  any  thoughts  of  tha 
matter,  that  colours,  which  are  the  proper  and  immediat 
object  of  sight,  are  not  without  the  mind. — But,  then,  it  wi1 
be  said,  by  sight  we  have  also  the  ideas  of  extension,  an 
figure,  and  motion  ;  all  which  may  well  be  thought  withou 
and  at  some  distance  from  the  mind,  though  colour  shoulc 
not.     In  answer  to  this,  I  appeal  to  any  man's  experience 
whether  the  visible  extension  of  any  object  do  not  appear  as 
near  to  him  as  the  colour  of  that  object ;  nay,  whether  they 
do  not  both  seem  to  be  in  the  very  same  place.     Is  not  the 
extension  we  see  coloured,  and  is  it  possible  for  us,  so  much 
as  in  thought,  to  separate  and  abstract  colour  from  extension  ? 
Now,  where  the  extension  is,  there  surely  is  the  figure,  and 
there  the  motion  too.     I  speak  of  those  which  are  perceived 
by  sight. 

44.  But  for  a  fuller  explication  of  this  point,  and  to  shew 
that  the  immediate  objects  of  sight  are  not  so  much  as  the 
ideas  or  resemblances  of  things  placed  at  a  distance,  it 
is  requisite  that  we  look  nearer  into  the  matter,  and  carefully 
observe  what  is  meant  in  common  discourse  when  one  says. 
that  which  he  sees  is  at  a  distance  from  him.  Suppose,  for 
example,  that  looking  at  the  moon  I  should  say  it  were  fifty 
or  sixty  semidiameters  of  the  earth  distant  from  me.  Let  us 
see  what  moon  this  is  spoken  of.  It  is  plain  it  cannot  be  the 
visible  moon,  or  anything  like  the  visible  moon,  or  that  which 
I  see — which  is  only  a  round  luminous  plain,  of  about  thirty 
visible  points  in  diameter.  For,  in  case  I  am  carried  from 
the  place  where  I  stand  directly  towards  the  moon,  it  is 
manifest  the  object  varies  still  as  I  go  on ;  and,  by  the  time 
that  I  am  advanced  fifty  or  sixty  semidiameters  of  the  earth, 
I  shall  be  so  far  from  being  near  a  small,  round,  luminous  flat 
that  I  shall  perceive  nothing  like  it — this  object  having  long 
since  disappeared,  and,  if  I  would  recover  it,  it  must  be  by 
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going  back  to  the  earth  from  whence  I  set  out.  Again, 
suppose  I  perceive  by  sight  the  faint  and  obscure  idea  of 
something,  which  I  doubt  whether  it  be  a  man,  or  a  tree,  or 
a  tower,  but  judge  it  to  be  at  the  distance  of  about  a  mile.  It 
is  plain  I  cannot  mean  that  what  I  see  is  a  mile  off,  or  that  it 
is  the  image  or  likeness  of  anything  which  is  a  mile  off;  since 
that  every  step  I  take  towards  it  the  appearance  alters,  and 
from  being  obscure,  small,  and  faint,  grows  clear,  large,  and 
vigorous.  And  when  I  come  to  the  mile's  end,  that  which  I 
saw  first  is  quite  lost,  neither  do  I  find  anything  in  the  likeness 
of  it. 

45.  In  these  and  the  like  instances,  the  truth  of  the 
matter,  I  find,  stands  thus : — Having  of  a  long  time  ex- 
perienced certain  ideas  perceivable  by  touch — as  distance, 
tangible  figure,  and  solidity — to  have  been  connected  with 
certain  ideas  of  sight,  I  do,  upon  perceiving  these  ideas 
of  sight,  forthwith  conclude  what  tangible  ideas  are,  by  the 
wonted  ordinary  course  of  nature,  like  to  follow.  Looking 
at  an  object,  I  perceive  a  certain  visible  figure  and  colour, 
with  some  degree  of  faintness  and  other  circumstances,  which, 
from  what  I  have  formerly  observed,  determine  me  to  think 
that  if  I  advance  forward  so  many  paces  or  miles,  I  shall 
be  affected  with  such  and  such  ideas  of  touch.  So  that,  in 
truth  and  strictness  of  speech  I  neither  see  distance  itself,  nor 
anything  that  I  take  to  be  at  a  distance.  I  say.  neither  dis- 
tance nor  things  placed  at  a  distance  are  themselves,  or  their 
ideas,  truly  perceived  by  sight.  This  I  am  persuaded  of,  as 
to  what  concerns  myself.  And  I  believe  whoever  will  look 
narrowly  into  his  own  thoughts,  and  examine  what  he  means 
by  saying  he  sees  this  or  that  thing  at  a  distance,  will  agree 
with  me,  that  what  he  sees  only  suggests  to  his  understanding 
that,  after  having  passed  a  certain  distance,  to  be  measured 
by  the  motion  of  his  body,  which  is  perceivable  by  touch,  he 
shall  come  to  perceive  such  and  such  tangible  ideas,  which 
have  been  usually  connected  with  such  and  such  visible 
ideas.  But,  that  one  might  be  deceived  by  these  suggestions 
of  sense,  and  that  there  is  no  necessary  connexion  between 
visible  and  tangible  ideas  suggested  by  them,  we  need  go  no 
farther  than  the  next  looking-glass  or  picture  to  be  convinced. 
Note  that,  when  I  speak  of  tangible  ideas,  I  take  the  word 
idea  for  any  the  immediate  object  of  sense,  or  understanding 

I.  H 
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— in  which  large  signification  it  is  commonly  used  by  the 
moderns. 

46.  From  what  we  have  shown,  it  is  a  manifest  con- 
sequence that  the  ideas  of  space,  outness,  and  things  placed 
at  a  distance  are  not,  strictly  speaking,  the  object  of  sight ; 
they  are  not  otherwise  perceived  by  the  eye  than  by  the  ear. 
Sitting  in  my  study  I  hear  a  coach  drive  along  the  street ;  I 
look  through  the  casement  and  see  it ;  I  walk  out  and  enter 
into  it.  Thus,  common  speech  would  incline  one  to  think  I 
heard,  saw,  and  touched  the  same  thing,  to  wit,  the  coach. 
It  is  nevertheless  certain  the  ideas  intromitted  by  each 
sense  are  widely  different,  and  distinct  from  each  other ;  but, 
having  been  observed  constantly  to  go  together,  they  are 
spoken  of  as  one  and  the  same  thing.  By  the  variation  of 
the  noise,  I  perceive  the  different  distances  of  the  coach,  and 
know  that  it  approaches  before  I  look  out.  Thus,  by  the  ear  I 
perceive  distance  just  after  the  same  manner  as  I  do  by  the  eye. 

47.  I  do  not  nevertheless  say  I  hear  distance,  in  like 
manner  as  I  say  that  I  see  it — the  ideas  perceived  by  hearing 
not  being  so  apt  to  be  confounded  with  the  ideas  of  touch  as 
those  of  sight  are.  So  likewise  a  man  is  easily  convinced 
that  bodies  and  external  things  are  not  properly  the  object  of 
hearing,  but  only  sounds,  by  the  mediation  whereof  the  idea 
of  this  or  that  body,  or  distance,  is  suggested  to  his  thoughts. 
But  then  one  is  with  more  difficulty  brought  to  discern  the 
difference  there  is  betwixt  the  ideas  of  sight  and  touch : 
though  it  be  certain,  a  man  no  more  sees  and  feels  the  same 
thing,  than  he  hears  and  feels  the  same  thing. 

48.  One  reason  of  which  seems  to  be  this.  It  is  thought 
a  great  absurdity  to  imagine  that  one  and  the  same  thing 
should  have  any  more  than  one  extension  and  one  figure. 
But,  the  extension  and  figure  of  a  body  being  let  into  the  mind 
two  ways,  and  that  indifferently,  either  by  sight  or  touch,  it 
seems  to  follow  that  we 'see  the  same  extension  and  the  same 
figure  which  we  feel. 

49.  But,  if  we  take  a  close  and  accurate  view  of  the 
matter,  it  must  be  acknowledged  that  we  never  see  and  feel 
one  and  the  same  object.  That  which  is  seen  is  one  thing, 
and  that  which  is  felt  is  another.  If  the  visible  figure  and 
extension  be  not  the  same  with  the  tangible  figure  and 
extension,  we  are  not  to  infer  that  one  and  the  same  thing 
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has  divers  extensions.  The  true  consequence  is  that  the 
objects  of  sight  and  touch  are  two  distinct  things.  It  may 
perhaps  require  some  thought  rightly  to  conceive  this  dis- 
tinction. And  the  difficulty  seems  not  a  little  increased, 
because  the  combination  of  visible  ideas  hath  constantly  the 
same  name  as  the  combination  of  tangible  ideas  wherewith 
it  is  connected — which  doth  of  necessity  arise  from  the  use 
and  end  of  language. 

50.  In  order,  therefore,  to  treat  accurately  and  uncon- 
fusedly  of  vision,  we  must  bear  in  mind  that  there  are  two 
sorts  of  objects  apprehended  by  the  eye — the  one  primarily 
and  immediately,  the  other  secondarily  and  by  intervention 
of  the  former.  Those  of  the  first  sort  neither  are  nor  appear 
to  be  without  the  mind,  or  at  any  distance  off.  They  may, 
indeed,  grow  greater  or  smaller,  more  confused,  or  more 
clear,  or  more  faint.  But  they  do  not,  cannot  approach,  or 
recede  from  us.1  Whenever  we  say  an  object  is  at  a 
distance,  whenever  we  say  it  draws  near,  or  goes  farther  off, 
we  must  always  mean  it  of  the  latter  sort,  which  properly  be- 
long to  the  touch,  and  are  not  so  truly  perceived  as  suggested 
by  the  eye,  in  like  manner  as  thoughts  by  the  ear. 

51.  No  sooner  do  we  hear  the  words  of  a  familiar  language 
pronounced  in  our  ears  but  the  ideas  corresponding  thereto 
present  themselves  to  our  minds  :  in  the  very  same  instant 
the  sound  and  the  meaning  enter  the  understanding :  so 
closely  are  they  united  that  it  is  not  in  our  power  to  keep  out 
the  one  except  we  exclude  the  other  also.  We  even  act  in  all 
respects  as  if  we  heard  the  very  thoughts  themselves.  So  like- 
wise the  secondary  objects,  or  those  which  are  only  suggested 
by  sight,  do  often  more  strongly  affect  us,  and  are  more  re- 
garded, than  the  proper  objects  of  that  sense ;  along  with 
which  they  enter  into  the  mind,  and  with  which  they  have  a 
far  more  strict  connexion  than  ideas  have  with  words.  Hence 
it  is  we  find  it  so  difficult  to  discriminate  between  the  im- 
mediate and  mediate  objects  of  sight,  and  are  so  prone  to 
attribute  to  the  former  what  belongs  only  to  the  latter.  They 
are,  as  it  were,  most  closely  twisted,  blended,  and  incorpor- 
ated together.     And  the  prejudice  is  confirmed  and  riveted 

1  In  all  editions  previous  to  the  last  (1732),  this  sentence  read  thus: 
"But  they  do  not,  cannot  approach,  or  even  seem  to  approach,  or  recede 
from  us. 
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in  our  thoughts  by  a  long  tract  of  time,  by  the  use  of 
language,  and  want  of  reflection.  However,  I  doubt  not 
but  anyone  that  shall  attentively  consider  what  we  have 
already  said,  and  shall  say  upon  this  subject  before  we  have 
done  (especially  if  he  pursue  it  in  his  own  thoughts),  may  be 
able  to  deliver  himself  from  that  prejudice.  Sure  I  am,  it  is 
worth  some  attention  to  whoever  would  understand  the  true 
nature  of  vision. 

52.  I  have  now  done  with  distance,  and  proceed  to  shew 
how  it  is  that  we  perceive  by  sight  the  magnitude  of  objects. 
It  is  the  opinion  of  some  that  we  do  it  by  angles,  or  by  angles 
in  conjunction  with  distance.  But,  neither  angles  nor 
distance  being  perceivable  by  sight,  and  the  things  we  see 
being  in  truth  at  no  distance  from  us,  it  follows  that,  as  we 
have  shewn  lines  and  angles  not  to  be  the  medium  the  mind 
makes  use  of  in  apprehending  the  apparent  place,  so  neither 
are  they  the  medium  whereby  it  apprehends  the  apparent 
magnitude  of  objects. 

53.  It  is  well  known  that  the  same  extension  at  a  near 
distance  shall  subtend  a  greater  angle,  and  at  a  farther 
distance  a  lesser  angle.  And  by  this  principle  (we  are  told) 
the  mind  estimates  the  magnitude  of  an  object,  comparing 
the  angle  under  which  it  is  seen  with  its  distance,  and  thence 
inferring  the  magnitude  thereof.  What  inclines  men  to  this 
mistake  (beside  the  humour  of  making  one  see  by  geometry) 
is,  that  the  same  perceptions  or  ideas  which  suggest  distance 
do  also  suggest  magnitude.  But,  if  we  examine  it,  we  shall 
find  they  suggest  the  latter  as  immediately  as  the  former.  I 
say,  they  do  not  first  suggest  distance  and  then  leave  it  to 
the  judgment  to  use  that  as  a  medium  whereby  to  collect  the 
magnitude ;  but  they  have  as  close  and  immediate  a  connexion 
with  the  magnitude  as  with  the  distance ;  and  suggest  magni- 
tude as  independently  of  distance,  as  they  do  distance  inde- 
pendently of  magnitude.  All  which  will  be  evident  to 
whoever  considers  what  has  been  already  said  and  what 
follows. 

54.  It  hath  been  shewn  there  are  two  sorts  of  objects  appre- 
hended by  sight,  each  whereof  has  its  distinct  magnitude,  or 
extension — the  one,  properly  tangible,  i.e.,  to  be  perceived 
and  measured  by  touch,  and  not  immediately  falling  under 
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the  sense  of  seeing ;  the  other,  properly  and  immediately 
visible,  by  mediation  of  which  the  former  is  brought  in 
view.  Each  of  these  magnitudes  are  greater  or  lesser,  ac- 
cording as  they  contain  in  them  more  or  fewer  points,  they 
being  made  up  of  points  or  minimums.  For,  whatever  may 
be  said  of  extension  in  abstract,  it  is  certain  sensible  extension 
is  not  infinitely  divisible.  There  is  a  minimum  tangibile,  and 
a  minimum  visibile,  beyond  which  sense  cannot  perceive. 
This  everyone's  experience  will  inform  him. 

55.  The  magnitude  of  the  object  which  exists  without  the 
mind,  and  is  at  a  distance,  continues  always  invariably  the 
same :  but,  the  visible  object  still  changing  as  you  approach 
to  or  recede  from  the  tangible  object,  it  hath  no  fixed  and 
determinate  greatness.  Whenever  therefore  we  speak  of  the 
magnitude  of  any  thing,  for  instance  a  tree  or  a  house,  we 
must  mean  the  tangible  magnitude  :  otherwise  there  can  be 
nothing  steady  and  free  from  ambiguity  spoken  of  it.  Now, 
though  the  tangible  and  visible  magnitude  do  in  truth  belong 
to  two  distinct  objects,  I  shall  nevertheless  (especially  since 
those  objects  are  called  by  the  same  name,  and  are  observed 
to  coexist),  to  avoid  tediousness  and  singularity  of  speech, 
sometimes  speak  of  them  as  belonging  to  one  and  the  same 
thing. 

56.  Now,  in  order  to  discover  by  what  means  the  magni- 
tude of  tangible  objects  is  perceived  by  sight,  I  need  only 
reflect  on  what  passes  in  my  own  mind,  and  observe  what 
those  things  be  which  introduce  the  ideas  of  greater  or  lesser 
into  my  thoughts  when  I  look  on  any  object.  And  these  I 
find  to  he,  first,  the  magnitude  or  extension  of  a  visible  object, 
which,  being  immediately  perceived  by  sight,  is  connected 
with  that  other  which  is  tangible  and  placed  at  a  distance  : 
secondly,  the  confusion  or  distinctness :  and  thirdly,  the 
vigorousness  or  faintness  of  the  aforesaid  visible  appearance. 
Ceteris  paribus,  by  how  much  the  greater  or  lesser  the  visible 
object  is,  by  so  much  the  greater  or  lesser  do  I  conclude  the 
tangible  object  to  be.  But,  be  the  idea  immediately  per- 
ceived by  sight  never  so  large,  yet,  if  it  be  withal  confused,  I 
judge  the  magnitude  of  the  thing  to  be  but  small.  If  it  be 
distinct  and  clear,  I  judge  it  greater.  And,  if  it  be  faint,  I 
apprehend  it  to  be  yet  greater.  What  is  here  meant  by  con- 
fusion and  faintness  has  been  explained  in  sect.  35. 
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57.  Moreover,  the  judgments  we  make  of  greatness  do,  in 
like  manner  as  those  of  distance,  depend  on  the  disposition 
of  the  eye  ;  also  on  the  figure,  number,  and  situation  of  inter- 
mediate objects,  and  other  circumstances  that  have  been 
observed  to  attend  great  or  small  tangible  magnitudes.  Thus, 
for  instance,  the  very  same  quantity  of  visible  extension  which 
in  the  figure  of  a  tower  doth  suggest  the  idea  of  great  magni- 
tude shall  in  the  figure  of  a  man  suggest  the  idea  of  much 
smaller  magnitude.  That  this  is  owing  to  the  experience  we 
have  had  of  the  usual  bigness  of  a  tower  and  a  man,  no  one, 
I  suppose,  need  be  told. 

58.  It  is  also  evident  that  confusion  or  faintness  have  no 
more  a  necessary  connexion  with  little  or  great  magnitude 
than  they  have  with  little  or  great  distance.  As  they  suggest 
the  latter,  so  they  suggest  the  former  to  our  minds.  And,  by 
consequence,  if  it  were  not  for  experience,  we  should  no  more 
judge  a  faint  or  confused  appearance  to  be  connected  with 
great  or  little  magnitude  than  we  should  that  it  was  connected 
with  great  op  little  distance. 

59.  Nor  will  it  be  found  that  great  or  small  visible  magni- 
tude hath  any  necessary  relation  to  great  or  small  tangible 
magnitude — so  that  the  one  may  certainly  and  infallibly  be 
inferred  from  the  other.  But,  before  we  come  to  the  proof 
of  this,  it  is  fit  we  consider  the  difference  there  is  betwixt  the 
extension  and  figure  which  is  the  proper  object  of  touch,  and 
that  other  which  is  termed  visible ;  and  how  the  former  is 
principally,  though  not  immediately,  taken  notice  of  when 
we  look  at  any  object.  This  has  been  before  mentioned, 
but  we  shall  here  inquire  into  the  cause  thereof.  We  regard 
the  objects  that  environ  us  in  proportion  as  they  are  adapted 
to  benefit  or  injure  our  own  bodies,  and  thereby  produce  in 
our  minds  the  sensations  of  pleasure  or  pain.  Now,  bodies 
operating  on  our  organs  by  an  immediate  application,  and  the 
hurt  and  advantage  arising  therefrom  depending  altogether  on 
the  tangible,  and  not  at  all  on  the  visible,  qualities  of  any 
object — this  is  a  plain  reason  why  those  should  be  regarded 
by  us  much  more  than  these.  And  for  this  end  the  visive 
sense  seems  to  have  been  bestowed  on  animals,  to  wit,  that,  by 
the  perception  of  visible  ideas  (which  in  themselves  are  not 
capable  of  affecting  or  anywise  altering  the  frame  of  their 
bodies),  they  may  be  able  to  foresee  (from  the  experience  they 
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have  had  what  tangible  ideas  are  connected  with  such  and 
such  visible  ideas)  the  damage  or  benefit  which  is  like  to 
ensue  upon  the  application  of  their  own  bodies  to  this  or  that 
body  which  is  at  a  distance.  Which  foresight,  how  necessary 
it  is  to  the  preservation  of  an  animal,  everyone's  experience 
can  inform  him.  Hence  it  is  that,  when  we  look  at  an 
object,  the  tangible  figure  and  extension  thereof  are  principally 
attended  to  ;  whilst  there  is  small  heed  taken  of  the  visible 
figure  and  magnitude,  which,  though  more  immediately  per- 
ceived, do  less  sensibly  affect  us,  and  are  not  fitted  to  produce 
any  alteration  in  our  bodies. 

60.  That  the  matter  of  fact  is  true  will  be  evident  to  any 
one  who  considers  that  a  man  placed  at  ten  foot  distance  is 
thought  as  great  as  if  he  were  placed  at  the  distance  only  of 
five  foot ;  which  is  true,  not  with  relation  to  the  visible,  but 
tangible  greatness  of  the  object :  the  visible  magnitude  being 
far  greater  at  one  station  than  it  is  at  the  other. 

61.  Inches,  feet,  &c,  are  settled,  stated  lengths,  whereby 
we  measure  objects  and  estimate  their  magnitude.  We  say, 
for  example,  an  object  appears  to  be  six  inches,  or  six  foot 
long.  Now,  that  this  cannot  be  meant  of  visible  inches,  &c, 
is  evident,  because  a  visible  inch  is  itself  no  constant  deter- 
minate magnitude,  and  cannot  therefore  serve  to  mark  out 
and  determine  the  magnitude  of  any  other  thing.  Take  an 
inch  marked  upon  a  ruler ;  view  it  successively,  at  the  dis- 
tance of  half  a  foot,  a  foot,  a  foot  and  a  half,  &c,  from  the 
eye  :  at  each  of  which,  and  at  all  the  intermediate  distances, 
the  inch  shall  have  a  different  visible  extension,  i.e.,  there 
shall  be  more  or  fewer  points  discerned  in  it.  Now,  I  ask 
which  of  all  these  various  extensions  is  that  stated  determinate 
one  that  is  agreed  on  for  a  common  measure  of  other  magni- 
tudes ?  No  reason  can  be  assigned  why  we  should  pitch  on 
one  more  than  another.  And,  except  there  be  some  invariable 
determinate  extension  fixed  on  to  be  marked  by  the  word 
inch,  it  is  plain  it  can  be  used  to  little  purpose  j  and  to  say  a 
thing  contains  this  or  that  number  of  inches  shall  imply  no 
more  than  that  it  is  extended,  without  bringing  any  particular 
idea  of  that  extension  into  the  mind.  Farther,  an  inch  and 
a  foot,  from  different  distances,  shall  both  exhibit  the  same 
visible  magnitude,  and  yet  at  the  same  time  you  shall  say  that 
one  seems  several  times  greater  than  the  other.  From  all  which 
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it  is  manifest,  that  the  judgments  we  make  of  the  magnitude 
of  objects  by  sight  are  altogether  in  reference  to  their  tangible 
extension.  Whenever  we  say  an  object  is  great  or  small,  of 
this  or  that  determinate  measure,  I  say,  it  must  be  meant  of 
the  tangible  and  not  the  visible  extension,  which,  though  im- 
mediately perceived,  is  nevertheless  little  taken  notice  of. 

62.  Now,  that  there  is  no  necessary  connexion  between 
these  two  distinct  extensions  is  evident  from  hence — because 
our  eyes  might  have  been  framed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be 
able  to  see  nothing  but  what  were  less  than  the  minimum 
tangibile.  In  which  case  it  is  not  impossible  we  might  have 
perceived  all  the  immediate  objects  of  sight  the  very  same 
that  we  do  now  ;  but  unto  those  visible  appearances  there 
would  not  be  connected  those  different  tangible  magnitudes 
that  are  now.  Which  shews  the  judgments  we  make  of  the 
magnitude  of  things  placed  at  a  distance,  from  the  various 
greatness  of  the  immediate  objects  of  sight,  do  not  arise  from 
any  essential  or  necessary,  but  only  a  customary,  tie  which 
has  been  observed  betwixt  them. 

63.  Moreover,  it  is  not  only  certain  that  any  idea  of  sight 
might  not  have  been  connected  with  this  or  that  idea  of 
touch  we  now  observe  to  accompany  it,  but  also  that  the 
greater  visible  magnitudes  might  have  been  connected  with 
and  introduced  into  our  minds  lesser  tangible  magnitudes, 
and  the  lesser  visible  magnitudes  greater  tangible  magnitudes. 
Nay,  that  it  actually  is  so,  we  have  daily  experience — that 
object  which  makes  a  strong  and  large  appearance  not 
seeming  near  so  great  as  another  the  visible  magnitude 
whereof  is  much  less,  but  more  faint,  and  the  appear- 
ance upper,  or  which  is  the  same  thing,  painted  lower 
on  the  retina,  which  faintness  and  situation  suggest  both 
greater  magnitude  and  greater  distance.1 

64.  From  which,  and  from  sect.  57  and  58,  it  is  manifest 
that,  as  we  do  not  perceive  the  magnitude  of  objects  im- 
mediately by  sight,  so  neither  do  we  perceive  them  by  the 
mediation  of  anything  which  has  a  necessary  connexion  with 
them.  Those  ideas  that  now  suggest  unto  us  the  various 
magnitudes  of  external  objects  before  we  touch  them  might 
possibly  have  suggested  no  such  thing ;  or  they  might  have 

1  The  last  passage  beginning  "and  the  appearance  upper"  was 
added  by  Berkeley  to  the  last  (1732)  edition. 
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signified  them  in  a  direct  contrary  manner,  so  that  the  very 
same  ideas  on  the  perception  whereof  we  judge  an  object  to 
be  small  might  as  well  have  served  to  make  us  conclude  it 
great ; — those  ideas  being  in  their  own  nature  equally  fitted 
to  bring  into  our  minds  the  idea  of  small  or  great,  or  no  size 
at  all,  of  outward  objects,  just  as  the  words  of  any  language 
are  in  their  own  nature  indifferent  to  signify  this  or  that  thing, 
or  nothing  at  all. 

65.  As  we  see  distance  so  we  see  magnitude.  And  we  see 
both  in  the  same  way  that  we  see  shame  or  anger  in  the  looks 
of  a  man.  Those  passions  are  themselves  invisible  ;  they  are 
nevertheless  let  in  by  the  eye  along  with  colours  and  altera- 
tions of  countenance  which  are  the  immediate  object  of  vision, 
and  which  signify  them  for  no  other  reason  than  barely  be- 
cause they  have  been  observed  to  accompany  them.  With- 
out which  experience  we  should  no  more  have  taken  blushing 
for  a  sign  of  shame  than  of  gladness. 

66.  We  are  nevertheless  exceedingly  prone  to  imagine 
those  things  which  are  perceived  only  by  the  mediation  of 
others  to  be  themselves  the  immediate  objects  of  sight,  or  at 
least  to  have  in  their  own  nature  a  fitness  to  be  suggested  by 
them  before  ever  they  had  been  experienced  to  coexist  with 
them.  From  which  prejudice  everyone  perhaps  will  not  find 
it  easy  to  emancipate  himself,  by  any  the  clearest  convictions 
of  reason.  And  there  are  some  grounds  to  think  that,  if 
there  was  only  one  invariable  and  universal  language  in  the 
world,  and  that  men  were  born  with  the  faculty  of  speaking 
it,  it  would  be  the  opinion  of  many,  that  the  ideas  in  other 
men's  minds  were  properly  perceived  by  the  ear,  or  had  at 
least  a  necessary  and  inseparable  tie  with  the  sounds  that  were 
affixed  to  them.  All  which  seems  to  arise  from  want  of  a  due 
application  of  our  discerning  faculty,  thereby  to  discriminate 
between  the  ideas  that  are  in  our  understandings,  and  con- 
sider them  apart  from  each  other ;  which  would  preserve  us 
from  confounding  those  that  are  different,  and  make  us  see 
what  ideas  do,  and  what  do  not,  include  or  imply  this  or 
that  other  idea. 

67.  There  is  a  celebrated  phenomenon  the  solution 
whereof  I  shall  attempt  to  give,  by  the  principles  that  have 
been  laid  down,  in  reference  to  the  manner  wherein  we  ap- 
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prehend  by  sight  the  magnitude  of  objects. — The  apparent 
magnitude  of  the  moon,  when  placed  in  the  horizon,  is  much 
greater  than  when  it  is  in  the  meridian,  though  the  angle 
under  which  the  diameter  of  the  moon  is  seen  be  not  ob- 
served greater  in  the  former  case  than  in  the  latter ;  and  the 
horizontal  moon  doth  not  constantly  appear  of  the  same 
bigness,  but  at  some  times  seemeth  far  greater  than  at 
Others. 

68.  Now,  in  order  to  explain  the  reason  of  the  moon's 
appearing  greater  than  ordinary  in  the  horizon,  it  must  be 
observed  that  the  particles  which  compose  our  atmosphere  do 
intercept  the  rays  of  light  proceeding  from  any  object  to  the 
eye  ;  and,  by  how  much  the  greater  is  the  portion  of  atmo- 
sphere interjacent  between  the  object  and  the  eye,  by  so  much 
the  more  are  the  rays  intercepted,  and,  by  consequence,  the 
appearance  of  the  object  rendered  more  faint — every  object 
appearing  more  vigorous  or  more  faint  in  proportion  as  it 
sendeth  more  or  fewer  rays  into  the  eye.  Now,  between  the 
eye  and  the  moon  when  situated  in  the  horizon  there  lies  a 
far  greater  quantity  of  atmosphere  than  there  does  when  the 
moon  is  in  the  meredian.  Whence  it  comes  to  pass,  that  the 
appearance  of  the  horizontal  moon  is  fainter,  and  therefore, 
by  sect.  56,  it  should  be  thought  bigger  in  that  situation 
than  in  the  meridian,  or  in  any  other  elevation  above  the 
horizon. 

69.  Farther,  the  air  being  variously  impregnated,  some- 
times more  and  sometimes  less,  with  vapours  and  exhalations 
fitted  to  retund  and  intercept  the  rays  of  light,  it  follows  that 
the  appearance  of  the  horizontal  moon  hath  not  always  an 
equal  faintness,  and,  by  consequence,  that  luminary,  though 
in  the  very  same  situation,  is  at  one  time  judged  greater  than 
at  another. 

70.  That  we  have  here  given  the  true  account  of  the  phe- 
nomena of  the  horizontal  moon,  will,  I  suppose,  be  farther 
evident  to  anyone  from  the  following  considerations : — First, 
it  is  plain,  that  which  in  this  case  suggests  the  idea  of  greater 
magnitude,  must  be  something  which  is  itself  perceived  ;  for, 
that  which  is  unperceived  cannot  suggest  to  our  perception 
any  other  thing.  Secondly,  it  must  be  something  that  does 
not  constantly  remain  the  same,  but  is  subject  to  some 
change  or  variation ;  since  the  appearance  of  the  horizontal 
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moon  varies,  being  at  one  time  greater  than  at  another.1  And 
yet,  thirdly,  it  cannot  be  the  visible  figure  or  magnitude ; 
since  that  remains  the  same,  or  is  rather  lesser,  by  how  much 
the  moon  is  nearer  to  the  horizon.  It  remains  therefore, 
that  the  true  cause  is  that  affection  or  alteration  of  the  visible 
appearance,  which  proceeds  from  the  greater  paucity  of  rays 
arriving  at  the  eye,  and  which  I  term  faintness  :  since  this 
answers  all  the  forementioned  conditions,  and  I  am  not  con- 
scious of  any  other  perception  that  doth. 

71.  Add  to  this  that  in  misty  weather  it  is  a  common  ob- 
servation, that  the  appearance  of  the  horizontal  moon  is  far 
larger  than  usual,  which  greatly  conspires  with  and  strengthens 
our  opinion.  Neither  would  it  prove  in  the  least  irrecon- 
cilable with  what  we  have  said,  if  the  horizontal  moon  should 
chance  sometimes  to  seem  enlarged  beyond  its  usual  extent, 
even  in  more  serene  weather.  For,  we  must  not  only  have 
regard  to  the  mist  which  happens  to  be  in  the  place  where 
we  stand  ;  we  ought  also  to  take  into  our  thoughts  the  whole 
sum  of  vapours  and  exhalations  which  lie  betwixt  the  eye 
and  the  moon  :  all  which  co-operating  to  render  the  appear- 
ance of  the  moon  more  faint,  and  thereby  increase  its  magni- 
tude, it  may  chance  to  appear  greater  than  it  usually  does 
even  in  the  horizontal  position,  at  a  time  when,  though  there 
be  no  extraordinary  fog  or  haziness  just  in  the  place  where 
we  stand,  yet  the  air  between  the  eye  and  the  moon,  taken 
altogether,  may  be  loaded  with  a  greater  quantity  of  inter- 
spersed vapours  and  exhalations  than  at  other  times. 

72.  It  may  be  objected  that,  in  consequence  of  our  prin- 
ciples, the  interposition  of  a  body  in  some  degree  opaque, 
which  may  intercept  a  great  part  of  the  rays  of  light,  should 
render  the  appearance  of  the  moon  in  the  meridian  as  large 
as  when  it  is  viewed  in  the  horizon.  To  which  I  answer,  it 
is  not  faintness  anyhow  applied  that  suggests  greater  magni- 
tude ;  there  being  no  necessary,  but  only  an  experimental 
connexion  between  those  two  things.  It  follows  that  the 
faintness  which  enlarges  the  appearance  must  be  applied  in 

1  The  following  passage  was  omitted  from  this  place  in  the  author's  last 
revision :  "  Thirdly,  it  must  not  lie  in  the  external  circumjacent  or  inter- 
mediate objects,  such  as  mountains,  houses,  fields,  &c. ;  because  that  when 
all  those  objects  are  excluded  from  sight  the  appearance  is  as  great  as  ever." 
"  Thirdly     in  the  following  sentence  was  of  course  "  Fourthly." 
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such  sort,  and  with  such  circumstances,  as  have  been  ob- 
served to  attend  the  vision  of  great  magnitudes.  When  from 
a  distance  we  behold  great  objects,  the  particles  of  the  in- 
termediate air  and  vapours,  which  are  themselves  unperceiv- 
able,  do  interrupt  the  rays  of  light,  and  thereby  render  the 
appearance  less  strong  and  vivid.  Now,  faintness  of  appear- 
ance caused  in  this  sort  hath  been  experienced  to  coexist 
with  great  magnitude.  But  when  it  is  caused  by  the  inter- 
position of  an  opaque  sensible  body,  this  circumstance 
alters  the  case ;  so  that  a  faint  appearance  this  way  caused 
does  not  suggest  greater  magnitude,  because  it  hath  not  been 
experienced  to  coexist  with  it. 

73.  Faintness,  as  well  as  all  other  ideas  or  perceptions 
which  suggest  magnitude  or  distance,  doth  it  in  the  same 
way  that  words  suggest  the  notions  to  which  they  are  annexed. 
Now,  it  is  known  a  word  pronounced  with  certain  circum- 
stances, or  in  a  certain  context  with  other  words,  hath  not 
always  the  same  import  and  signification  that  it  hath  when  pro- 
nounced in  some  other  circumstances,  or  different  context  of 
words.  The  very  same  visible  appearance  as  to  faintness  and  all 
other  respects,  if  placed  on  high,  shall  not  suggest  the  same 
magnitude  that  it  would  if  it  were  seen  at  an  equal  distance  on 
a  level  with  the  eye.  The  reason  whereof  is,  that  we  are  rarely 
accustomed  to  view  objects  at  a  great  height ;  our  concerns 
lie  among  things  situated  rather  before  than  above  us  ;  and 
accordingly  our  eyes  are  not  placed  on  the  top  of  our  heads, 
but  in  such  a  position  as  is  most  convenient  for  us  to  see 
distant  objects  standing  in  our  way.  And,  this  situation  of 
them  being  a  circumstance  which  usually  attends  the  vision 
of  distant  objects,  we  may  from  hence  account  for  (what  is 
commonly  observed)  an  object's  appearing  of  different  magni- 
tude, even  with  respect  to  its  horizontal  extension,  on  the  top 
of  a  steeple,  e.g.,  a  hundred  feet  high,  to  one  standing  below, 
from  what  it  would  if  placed  at  a  hundred  feet  distance  on  a 
level  with  his  eye.  For,  it  hath  been  shewn  that  the  judg- 
ment we  make  on  the  magnitude  of  a  thing  depends  not  on 
the  visible  appearance  alone,  but  also  on  divers  other  cir- 
cumstances, any  one  of  which  being  omitted  or  varied  may 
suffice  to  make  some  alteration  in  our  judgment.  Hence, 
the  circumstance  of  viewing  a  distant  object  in  such  a  situa- 
tion as  is  usual,  and  suits  with  the  ordinary  posture  of  the  head 
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and  eyes  being  omitted,  and  instead  thereof  a  different  situa- 
tion of  the  object,  which  requires  a  different  posture  of 
the  head,  taking  place,  it  is  not  to  be  wondered  at  if  the 
magnitude  be  judged  different.  But  it  will  be  demanded, 
why  a  high  object  should  constantly  appear  less  than  an 
equidistant  low  object  of  the  same  dimensions  ;  for  so  it  is 
observed  to  be.  It  may  indeed  be  granted  that  the  variation 
of  some  circumstances  may  vary  the  judgment  made  on  the 
magnitude  of  high  objects,  which  we  are  less  used  to  look  at ; 
but  it  does  not  hence  appear  why  they  should  be  judged  less 
rather  than  greater  ?  I  answer,  that  in  case  the  magnitude  of 
distant  objects  was  suggested  by  the  extent  of  their  visible 
appearance  alone,  and  thought  proportional  thereto,  it  is 
certain  they  would  then  be  judged  much  less  than  now  they 
seem  to  be.  (Vide  sect.  79.)  But,  several  circumstances 
concurring  to  form  the  judgment  we  make  on  the  magnitude 
of  distant  objects,  by  means  of  which  they  appear  far  larger 
than  others  whose  visible  appearance  hath  an  equal  or  even 
greater  extension ;  it  follows  that  upon  the  change  or  omis- 
sion of  any  of  those  circumstances  which  are  wont  to  attend 
the  vision  of  distant  objects,  and  so  come  to  influence  the 
judgments  made  on  their  magnitude,  they  shall  proportion- 
ably  appear  less  than  otherwise  they  would.  For,  any  of 
those  things  that  caused  an  object  to  be  thought  greater  than 
in  proportion  to  its  visible  extension  being  either  omitted,  or 
applied  without  the  usual  circumstances,  the  judgment  de- 
pends more  entirely  on  the  visible  extension,  and  conse- 
quently the  object  must  be  judged  less.  Thus,  in  the  present 
case  the  situation  of  the  thing  seen  being  different  from  what 
it  usually  is  in  those  objects  we  have  occasion  to  view,  and 
whose  magnitude  we  observe,  it  follows  that  the  very  same 
object  being  a  hundred  feet  high,  should  seem  less  than  if  it 
was  a  hundred  feet  off,  on  (or  nearly  on)  a  level  with  the 
eye.  What  has  been  here  set  forth  seems  to  me  to  have  no 
small  share  in  contributing  to  magnify  the  appearance  of  the 
horizontal  moon,  and  deserves  not  to  be  passed  over  in  the 
explication  of  it. 

74.  If  we  attentively  consider  the  phenomenon  before  us, 
we  shall  find  the  not  discerning  between  the  mediate  and 
immediate  objects  of  sight  to  be  the  chief  cause  of  the  diffi- 
culty that  occurs  in  the  explication  of  it.     The  magnitude  of 
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the  visible  moon,  or  that  which  is  the  proper  and  immediate 
object  of  vision,  is  no  greater  when  the  moon  is  in  the 
horizon  than  when  it  is  in  the  meridian.  How  comes  it, 
therefore,  to  seem  greater  in  one  situation  than  the  other  ? 
What  is  it  can  put  this  cheat  on  the  understanding  ?  It  has 
no  other  perception  of  the  moon  than  what  it  gets  by  sight : 
and  that  which  is  seen  is  of  the  same  extent — I  say,  the 
visible  appearance  hath  the  very  same  or  rather  a  less  mag- 
nitude, when  the  moon  is  viewed  in  the  horizontal  than  when 
in  the  meridional  position.  And  yet  it  is  esteemed  greater 
in  the  former  than  in  the  latter.  Herein  consists  the  diffi- 
culty, which  doth  vanish  and  admit  of  a  most  easy  solution, 
if  we  consider  that  as  the  visible  moon  is  not  greater  in  the 
horizon  than  in  the  meridian,  so  neither  is  it  thought  to  be  so. 
It  hath  been  already  shewn  that,  in  any  act  of  vision,  the 
visible  object  absolutely,  or  in  itself,  is  little  taken  notice  of 
— the  mind  still  carrying  its  view  from  that  to  some  tangible 
ideas,  which  have  been  observed  to  be  connected  with  it, 
and  by  that  means  come  to  be  suggested  by  it.  So  that 
when  a  thing  is  said  to  appear  great  or  small,  or  whatever 
estimate  be  made  of  the  magnitude  of  any  thing,  this  is  meant 
not  of  the  visible  but  of  the  tangible  object.  This  duly  con- 
sidered, it  will  be  no  hard  matter  to  reconcile  the  seeming 
contradiction  there  is,  that  the  moon  should  appear  of  a  dif- 
ferent bigness,  the  visible  magnitude  thereof  remaining  still 
the  same.  For,  by  sect.  56,  the  very  same  visible  extension, 
with  a  different  faintness,  shall  suggest  a  different  tangible 
extension.  When  therefore  the  horizontal  moon  is  said  to 
appear  greater  than  the  meridional  moon,  this  must  be  under- 
stood, not  of  a  greater  visible  extension,  but  of  a  greater 
tangible  or  real  extension,  which,  by  reason  of  the  more 
than  ordinary  faintness  of  the  visible  appearance,  is  suggested 
to  the  mind  along  with  it. 

75.  Many  attempts  have  been  made  by  learned  men  to 
account  for  this  appearance.  Gassendus,  Descartes,  Hobbes, 
and  several  others  have  employed  their  thoughts  on  that 
subject  j  but  how  fruitless  and  unsatisfactory  their  endeavours 
have  been  is  sufficiently  shewn  in  the  "  Philosophical  Trans- 
actions (Numb.  187,  p.  314),  where  you  may  see  their 
several  opinions  at  large  set  forth  and  confuted,  not  without 
some  surprise  at  the  gross  blunders  that  ingenious  men  have 
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been  forced  into  by  endeavouring  to  reconcile  this  appear- 
ance with  the  ordinary  principles  of  optics.  Since  the  writing 
of  which  there  hath  been  published  in  the  "  Transactions  " 
(Numb.  187,  p.  323)  another  paper  relating  to  the  same 
affair,  by  the  celebrated  Dr.  Wallis,  wherein  he  attempts 
to  account  for  that  phenomenon,  which,  though  it  seems 
not  to  contain  anything  new,  or  different  from  what  had 
been  said  before  by  others,  I  shall  nevertheless  consider  in 
this  place. 

76.  His  opinion,  in  short,  is  this : — We  judge  not  of  the 
magnitude  of  an  object  by  the  visual  angle  alone,  but  by  the 
visual  angle  in  conjunction  with  the  distance.  Hence,  though 
the  angle  remain  the  same,  or  even  become  less,  yet,  if 
withal  the  distance  seem  to  have  been  increased,  the  object 
shall  appear  greater.  Now,  one  way  whereby  we  estimate 
the  distance  of  anything  is  by  the  number  and  extent  of  the 
intermediate  objects.  When  therefore  the  moon  is  seen  in 
the  horizon,  the  variety  of  fields,  houses,  &c,  together  with 
the  large  prospect  of  the  wide  extended  land  or  sea  that  lies 
between  the  eye  and  the  utmost  limb  of  the  horizon,  suggest 
unto  the  mind  the  idea  of  greater  distance,  and  consequently 
magnify  the  appearance.  And  this,  according  to  Dr.  Wallis, 
is  the  true  account  of  the  extraordinary  largeness  attributed 
by  the  mind  to  the  horizontal  moon,  at  a  time  when  the  angle 
subtended  by  its  diameter  is  not  one  jot  greater  than  it  used 
to  be. 

77.  With  reference  to  this  opinion,  not  to  repeat  what  hath 
been  already  said  concerning  distance,  I  shall  only  observe, 
first,  that  if  the  prospect  of  interjacent  objects  be  that  which 
suggests  the  idea  of  farther  distance,  and  this  idea  of  farther 
distance  be  the  cause  that  brings  into  the  mind  the  idea  of 
greater  magnitude,  it  should  hence  follow  that  if  one  looked 
at  the  horizontal  moon  from  behind  a  wall,  it  would  appear 
no  bigger  than  ordinary.  For,  in  that  case,  the  wall  inter- 
posing cuts  off  all  that  prospect  of  sea  and  land,  &c,  which 
might  otherwise  increase  the  apparent  distance,  and  thereby 
the  apparent  magnitude  of  the  moon.  Nor  will  it  suffice  to 
say,  the  memory  doth  even  then  suggest  all  that  extent  of 
land,  &c,  which  lies  within  the  horizon — which  suggestion 
occasions  a  sudden  judgment  of  sense,  that  the  moon  is 
farther  off  and  larger  than  usual.     For  ask  any  man  who 
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from  such  a  station  beholding  the  horizontal  moon  shall 
think  her  greater  than  usual,  whether  he  hath  at  that  time  in 
his  mind  any  idea  of  the  intermediate  objects,  or  long  tract 
of  land  that  lies  between  his  eye  and  the  extreme  edge  of 
the  horizon  ?  and  whether  it  be  that  idea  which  is  the  cause 
of  his  making  the  aforementioned  judgment  ?  He  will,  with- 
out doubt,  reply  in  the  negative,  and  declare  the  horizontal 
moon  shall  appear  greater  than  the  meridional,  though  he 
never  thinks  of  all  or  any  of  those  things  that  lie  between 
him  and  it.1  Secondly,  it  seems  impossible,  by  this  hypo- 
thesis, to  account  for  the  moon's  appearing,  in  the  very  same 
situation,  at  one  time  greater  than  at  another ;  which,  never- 
theless, has  been  shewn  to  be  very  agreeable  to  the  principles 
we  have  laid  down,  and  receives  a  most  easy  and  natural 
explication  from  them.  2For  the  further  clearing  up  of  this 
point,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  what  we  immediately  and 
properly  see  are  only  lights  and  colours  in  sundry  situations 
and  shades,  and  degrees  of  faintness  and  clearness,  confusion 
and  distinctness.  All  which  visible  objects  are  only  in  the 
mind ;  nor  do  they  suggest  aught  external,  whether  distance 
or  magnitude,  otherwise  than  by  habitual  connexion  as 
words  do  things.  We  are  also  to  remark,  that  beside  the 
straining  of  the  eyes,  and  beside  the  vivid  and  faint,  the 
distinct  and  confused  appearances  (which,  bearing  some 
proportion  to  lines  and  angles,  have  been  substituted  instead 
of  them  in  the  foregoing  part  of  this  Treatise),  there  are 
other  means  which  suggest  both  distance  and  magnitude^ — 
particularly  the  situation  of  visible  points  or  objects,  as 
upper  or  lower  j  the  former  suggesting  a  farther  distance  and 
greater  magnitude,  the  latter  a  nearer  distance  and  lesser 
magnitude- — all  which  is  an  effect  only  of  custom  and  expe- 
rience, there  being  really  nothing  intermediate  in  the  line  of 
distance  between  the  uppermost  and  the  lowermost,  which 
are  both  equidistant,  or  rather  at  no  distance  from  the  eye ; 
as  there  is  also  nothing  in  upper  or  lower  which  by  necessary 

1  The  following  passage  was  struck  out  from  this  place  at  the  last  re- 
vision :  "  And  as  for  the  absurdity  of  any  idea's  introducing  into  the 
mind  another,  whilst  itself  is  not  perceived,  this  hath  already  fallen  under 
our  observation,  and  is  too  evident  to  need  any  farther  enlargement  on 
it." 

2  The  whole  of  the  following  passage  up  to  the  end  of  the  section; 
was  inserted  in  the  last  edition  (1732). 
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connexion  should  suggest  greater  or  lesser  magnitude.  Now, 
as  these  customary  experimental  means  of  suggesting  dis- 
tance do  likewise  suggest  magnitude,  so  they  suggest  the  one 
as  immediately  as  the  other.  I  say  they  do  not  (vide 
sect.  53)  first  suggest  distance,  and  then  leave  the  mind 
from  thence  to  infer  or  compute  magnitude,  but  suggest 
magnitude  as  immediately  and  directly  as  they  suggest 
distance. 

78.  This  phenomenon  of  the  horizontal  moon  is  a  clear 
instance  of  the  insufficiency  of  lines  and  angles  for  explain- 
ing the  way  wherein  the  mind  perceives  and  estimates  the 
magnitude  of  outward  objects.  There  is,  nevertheless,  a  use 
of  computation  by  them — in  order  to  determine  the  apparent 
magnitude  of  things,  so  far  as  they  have  a  connexion  with 
and  are  proportional  to  those  other  ideas  or  perceptions 
which  are  the  true  and  immediate  occasions  that  suggest  to 
the  mind  the  apparent  magnitude  of  things.  But  this  in 
general  may,  I  think,  be  observed  concerning  mathematical 
computation  in  optics — that  it  can  never  be  very  precise  and 
exact,  since  the  judgments  we  make  of  the  magnitude  of 
external  things  do  often  depend  on  several  circumstances 
which  are  not  proportional  to,  or  capable  of  being  defined  by 
lines  and  angles. 

79.  From  what  has  been  said,  we  may  safely  deduce  this 
consequence,  to  wit,  that  a  man  born  blind,  and  made  to  see, 
would,  at  first  opening  of  his  eyes,  make  a  very  different 
judgment  of  the  magnitude  of  objects  intromited  by  them 
from  what  others  do.  He  would  not  consider  the  ideas  of 
sight  with  reference  to,  or  as  having  any  connexion  with  the 
ideas  of  touch.  His  view  of  them  being  entirely  terminated 
within  themselves,  he  can  no  otherwise  judge  them  great  or 
small  than  as  they  contain  a  greater  or  lesser  number  of 
visible  points.  Now,  it  being  certain  that  any  visible  point 
can  cover  or  exclude  from  view  only  one  other  visible  point, 
it  follows  that  whatever  object  intercepts  the  view  of  another 
hath  an  equal  number  of  visible  points  with  it ;  and,  con- 
sequently, they  shall  both  be  thought  by  him  to  have  the 
same  magnitude.  Hence,  it  is  evident  one  in  those  circum- 
stances would  judge  his  thumb,  with  which  he  might  hide  a 
tower,  or  hinder  its  being  seen,  equal  to  that  tower ;  or  his 
hand,  the  interposition  whereof  might  conceal  the  firmament 

1.  1 
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from  his  view,  equal  to  the  firmament :  how  great  an  in- 
equality soever  there  may,  in  our  apprehensions,  seem  to 
be  betwixt  those  two  things,  because  of  the  customary  and 
close  connexion  that  has  grown  up  in  our  minds  between 
the  objects  of  sight  and  touch,  whereby  the  very  different 
and  distinct  ideas  of  those  two  senses  are  so  blended  and 
confounded  together  as  to  be  mistaken  for  one  and  the  same 
thing — out  of  which  prejudice  we  cannot  easily  extricate 
ourselves. 

80.  For  the  better  explaining  the  nature  of  vision,  and 
setting  the  manner  wherein  we  perceive  magnitudes  in  a  due 
light,  I  shall  proceed  to  make  some  observations  concerning 
matters  relating  thereto,  whereof  the  want  of  reflection,  and 
duly  separating  between  tangible  and  visible  ideas,  is  apt  to 
create  in  us  mistaken  and  confused  notions.  And,  first,  I 
shall  observe,  that  the  minimum  visibile  is  exactly  equal  in 
all  beings  whatsoever  that  are  endowed  with  the  visive  faculty. 
No  exquisite  formation  of  the  eye,  no  peculiar  sharpness  of 
sight,  can  make  it  less  in  one  creature  than  in  another ;  for, 
it  not  being  distinguishable  into  parts,  nor  in  anywise  con- 
sisting of  them,  it  must  necessarily  be  the  same  to  all.  For, 
suppose  it  otherwise,  and  that  the  minimum  visibile  of  a  mite, 
for  instance,  be  less  than  the  minimum  visibile  of  a  man  ;  the 
latter  therefore  may,  by  detraction  of  some  part,  be  made 
equal  to  the  former.  It  doth  therefore  consist  of  parts, 
which  is  inconsistent  with  the  notion  of  a  minimum  visibile 
or  point. 

81.  It  will,  perhaps,  be  objected,  that  the  minimum  visibile 
of  a  man  doth  really  and  in  itself  contain  parts  whereby  it 
surpasses  that  of  a  mite,  though  they  are  not  perceivable  by 
the  man.  To  which  I  answer,  the  minimum  visibile  having 
(in  like  manner  as  all  other  the  proper  and  immediate  objects 
of  sight)  been  shewn  not  to  have  any  existence  without  the 
mind  of  him  who  sees  it,  it  follows  there  cannot  be  any  part 
of  it  that  is  not  actually  perceived  and  therefore  visible. 
Now,  for  any  object  to  contain  several  distinct  visible  parts, 
and  at  the  same  time  to  be  a  minimum  visibile,  is  a  manifest 
contradiction. 

82.  Of  these  visible  points  we  see  at  all  times  an  equal 
number.     It  is  every  whit  as  great  when  our  view  is  con- 
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tracted  and  bounded  by  near  objects  as  when  it  is  extended 
to  larger  and  remoter  ones.  For,  it  being  impossible  that 
one  minimum  visibile  should  obscure  or  keep  out  of  sight 
more  than  one  other,  it  is  a  plain  consequence  that,  when 
my  view  is  on  all  sides  bounded  by  the  walls  of  my  study,  I 
see  just  as  many  visible  points  as  I  could  in  case  that,  by 
the  removal  of  the  study-walls  and  all  other  obstructions,  I 
had  a  full  prospect  of  the  circumjacent  fields,  mountains,  sea, 
and  open  firmament.  For,  so  long  as  I  am  shut  up  within 
the  walls,  by  their  interposition  every  point  of  the  external 
objects  is  covered  from  my  view.  But,  each  point  that  is 
seen  being  able  to  cover  or  exclude  from  sight  one  only  other 
corresponding  point,  it  follows  that,  whilst  my  sight  is  con- 
fined to  those  narrow  walls,  I  see  as  many  points  or  minima 
visibilia  as  I  should  were  those  walls  away,  by  looking  on  all 
the  external  objects  whose  prospect  is  intercepted  by  them. 
Whenever,  therefore,  we  are  said  to  have  a  greater  prospect 
at  one  time  than  another,  this  must  be  understood  with 
relation,  not  to  the  proper  and  immediate,  but  the  secondary 
and  mediate  objects  of  vision — which,  as  hath  been  shewn, 
do  properly  belong  to  the  touch. 

83.  The  visive  faculty,  considered  with  reference  to  its 
immediate  objects,  may  be  found  to  labour  of  two  defects. 
First,  in  respect  of  the  extent  or  number  of  visible  points 
that  are  at  once  perceivable  by  it,  which  is  narrow  and 
limited  to  a  certain  degree.  It  can  take  in  at  one  view  but 
a  certain  determinate  number  of  minima  visibilia,  beyond 
which  it  cannot  extend  its  prospect.  Secondly,  our  sight  is 
defective  in  that  its  view  is  not  only  narrow,  but  also  for  the 
most  part  confused.  Of  those  things  that  we  take  in  at  one 
prospect,  we  can  see  but  a  few  at  once  clearly  and  uncon- 
fusedly;  and  the  more  we  fix  our  sight  on  any  one  object, 
by  so  much  the  darker  and  more  indistinct  shall  the  rest 
appear. 

84.  Corresponding  to  these  two  defects  of  sight,  we  may 
imagine  as  many  perfections,  to  wit,  1st,  that  of  compre- 
hending in  one  view  a  greater  number  of  visible  points;  2dly., 
of  being  able  to  view  them  all  equally  and  at  once,  with  the 
utmost  clearness  and  distinction.  That  those  perfections  are 
not  actually  in  some  intelligences  of  a  different  order  and 
capacity  from  ours,  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  know. 
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85.  In  neither  of  those  two  ways  do  microscopes  contribute 
to  the  improvement  of  sight.  For,  when  we  look  through  a 
microscope,  we  neither  see  more  visible  points,  nor  are 
the  collateral  points  more  distinct  than  when  we  look  with 
the  naked  eye  at  objects  placed  in  a  due  distance.  A  micro- 
scope brings  us,  as  it  were,  into  a  new  world.  It  presents 
us  with  a  new  scene  of  visible  objects,  quite  different  from 
what  we  behold  with  the  naked  eye.  But  herein  consists 
the  most  remarkable  difference,  to  wit,  that  whereas  the 
objects  perceived  by  the  eye  alone  have  a  certain  connexion 
with  tangible  objects,  whereby  we  are  taught  to  foresee  what 
will  ensue  upon  the  approach  or  application  of  distant  objects 
to  the  parts  of  our  own  body,  which  much  conduceth  to  its 
preservation  ;  there  is  not  the  like  connexion  between  things 
tangible  and  those  visible  objects  that  are  perceived  by  help 
of  a  fine  microscope. 

86.  Hence,  it  is  evident  that,  were  our  eyes  turned  into 
the  nature  of  microscopes,  we  should  not  be  much  benefited 
by  the  change.  We  should  be  deprived  of  the  forementioned 
advantage  we  at  present  receive  by  the  visive  faculty,  and 
have  left  us  only  the  empty  amusement  of  seeing,  without 
any  other  benefit  arising  from  it.  But,  in  that  case,  it  will 
perhaps  be  said,  our  sight  would  be  endued  with  a  far  greater 
sharpness  and  penetration  than  it  now  hath.  But  I  would 
fain  know  wherein  consists  that  sharpness  which  is  esteemed 
so  great  an  excellency  of  sight.  It  is  certain,  from  what  we 
have  already  shewn,  that  the  minimum  visibile  is  never 
greater  or  lesser,  but  in  all  cases  constantly  the  same.  And, 
in  the  case  of  microscopical  eyes,  I  see  only  this  difference, 
to  wit,  that  upon  the  ceasing  of  a  certain  observable  con- 
nexion betwixt  the  divers  perceptions  of  sight  and  touch, 
which  before  enabled  us  to  regulate  our  actions  by  the  eye, 
it  would  now  be  rendered  utterly  unserviceable  to  that 
purpose. 

87.  Upon  the  whole  it  seems  that,  if  we  consider  the  use 
and  end  of  sight,  together  with  the  present  state  and  circum- 
stances of  our  being,  we  shall  not  find  any  great  cause  to 
complain  of  any  defect  or  imperfection  in  it,  or  easily  conceive 
how  it  could  be  mended.  With  such  admirable  wisdom  is 
that  faculty  contrived,  both  for  the  pleasure  and  convenience 
of  life. 
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88.  Having  finished  what  I  intended  to  say  concerning 
the  distance  and  magnitude  of  objects,  I  come  now  to  treat 
of  the  manner  wherein  the  mind  perceives  by  sight  their 
situation.  Among  the  discoveries  of  the  last  age,  it  is  reputed 
none  of  the  least,  that  the  manner  of  vision  hath  been  more 
clearly  explained  than  ever  it  had  been  before.  There  is,  at 
this  day,  no  one  ignorant  that  the  pictures  of  external  objects 
are  painted  on  the  retina  or  fund  of  the  eye ;  that  we  can  see 
nothing  which  is  not  so  painted ;  and  that,  according  as  the 
picture  is  more  distinct  or  confused,  so  also  is  the  perception 
we  have  of  the  object.  But  then,  in  this  explication  of 
vision,  there  occurs  one  mighty  difficulty — The  objects  are 
painted  in  an  inverted  order  on  the  bottom  of  the  eye :  the 
upper  part  of  any  object  being  painted  on  the  lower  part  of 


the  eye,  and  the  lower  part  of  the  object  on  the  upper  part 
of  the  eye ;  and  so  also  as  to  right  and  left.  Since,  therefore, 
the  pictures  are  thus  inverted,  it  is  demanded  how  it  comes 
to  pass  that  we  see  the  objects  erect  and  in  their  natural 
posture  ? 

89.  In  answer  to  this  difficulty,  we  are  told  that  the  mind, 
perceiving  an  impulse  of  a  ray  of  light  on  the  upper  part  of 
the  eye,  considers  this  ray  as  coming  in  a  direct  line  from 
the  lower  part  of  the  object ;  and,  in  like  manner,  tracing  the 
ray  that  strikes  on  the  lower  part  of  the  eye,  it  is  directed  to 
the  upper  part  of  the  object.  Thus,  in  the  adjacent  figure, 
C,  the  lower  point  of  the  object  ABC,  is  projected  on  c  the 
upper  part  of  the  eye.  So  likewise,  the  highest  point  A  is 
projected  on  a  the  lowest  part  of  the  eye ;  which  makes  the 
representation  cba  inverted.  But  the  mind,  considering  the 
stroke  that  is  made  on  c  as  coming  in  the  straight  line  Cc 
from  the  lower  end  of  the  object ;  and  the  stroke  or  impulse 
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on  a,  as  coming  in  the  line  A  a  from  the  upper  end  of  the 
object,  is  directed  to  make  a  right  judgment  of  the  situation 
of  the  object  ABC,  notwithstanding  the  picture  of  it  be 
inverted.  Moreover,  this  is  illustrated  by  conceiving  a  blind 
man,  who,  holding  in  his  hands  two  sticks  that  cross  each 
other,  doth  with  them  touch  the  extremities  of  an  object, 
placed  in  a  perpendicular  situation.  It  is  certain  this  man 
will  judge  that  to  be  the  upper  part  of  the  object  which  he 
touches  with  the  stick  held  in  the  undermost  hand,  and 
that  to  be  the  lower  part  of  the  object  which  he  touches  with 
the  stick  in  his  uppermost  hand.  This  is  the  common 
explication  of  the  erect  appearance  of  objects,  which  is 
generally  received  and  acquiesced  in,  being  (as  Mr.  Molyneux 
tells  us,  Diopl.  part  ii.  ch.  vii.  p.  289)  'allowed  by  all  men  as 
satisfactory.' 

go.  But  this  account  to  me  does  not  seem  in  any  degree 
true.  Did  I  perceive  those  impulses,  decussations,  and 
directions  of  the  rays  of  light,  in  like  manner  as  hath  been 
set  forth,  then,  indeed,  it  would  not  at  first  view  be  altogether 
void  of  probability.  And  there  might  be  some  pretence  for 
the  comparison  of  the  blind  man  and  his  cross  sticks.  But 
the  case  is  far  otherwise.  I  know  very  well  that  I  perceive 
no  such  thing.  And,  of  consequence,  I  cannot  thereby 
make  an  estimate  of  the  situation  of  objects.  Moreover,  I 
appeal  to  any  one's  experience,  whether  he  be  conscious  to 
himself  that  he  thinks  on  the  intersection  made  by  the  radius 
pencils,  or  pursues  the  impulses  they  give  in  right  lines,  when- 
ever he  perceives  by  sight  the  position  of  any  object  ?  To 
me  it  seems  evident  that  crossing  and  tracing  of  the  rays,  &c, 
is  never  thought  on  by  children,  idiots,  or,  in  truth,  by  any 
Other,  save  only  those  who  have  applied  themselves  to  the 
study  of  optics.  And  for  the  mind  to  judge  of  the  situation 
of  objects  by  those  things  without  perceiving  them,  or  to 
perceive  them  without  knowing  it,  take  which  you  please,  it 
is  perfectly  beyond  my  comprehension.  Add  to  this,  that 
the  explaining  the  manner  of  vision  by  the  example  of  cross 
sticks,  and  hunting  for  the  object  along  the  axes  of  the 
radius  pencils,  doth  suppose  the  proper  objects  of  sight  to  be 
perceived  at  a  distance  from  us,  contrary  to  what  hath  been 
demonstrated.1 

1  The  following  passage  appeared  here  in  the  first  two  editions,  but 
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91.  It  remains,  therefore,  that  we  look  for  some  other  ex- 
plication of  this  difficulty.  And  I  believe  it  not  impossible 
to  find  one,  provided  we  examine  it  to  the  bottom,  and  care- 
fully distinguish  between  the  ideas  of  sight  and  touch ; 
which  cannot  be  too  oft  inculcated  in  treating  of  vision. 
But,  more  especially  throughout  the  consideration  of  this 
affair,  we  ought  to  carry  that  distinction  in  our  thoughts, 
for  that  from  want  of  a  right  understanding  thereof,  the 
difficulty  of  explaining  erect  vision  seems  chiefly  to  arise. 

92.  In  order  to  disentangle  our  minds  from  whatever 
prejudices  we  may  entertain  with  relation  to  the  subject  in 
hand,  nothing  seems  more  apposite  than  the  taking  into  our 
thoughts  the  case  of  one  born  blind,  and  afterwards,  when 
grown  up,  made  to  see.  And  though  perhaps  it  may  not 
be  a  task  altogether  easy  and  familiar  to  us,  to  divest  our- 
selves entirely  of  the  experiences  received  from  sight,  so  as 
to  be  able  to  put  our  thoughts  exactly  in  the  posture  of  such 
a  one's  :  we  must,  nevertheless,  as  far  as  possible,  endeavour 
to  frame  true  conceptions  of  what  might  reasonably  be 
supposed  to  pass  in  his  mind. 

93.  It  is  certain  that  a  man  actually  blind,  and  who  had 
continued  so  from  his  birth,  would,  by  the  sense  of  feeling, 
attain  to  have  ideas  of  upper  and  lower.  By  the  motion  of 
his  hand,  he  might  discern  the  situation  of  any  tangible 
object  placed  within  his  reach.  That  part  on  which  he  felt 
himself  supported,  or  towards  which  he  perceived  his  body 
to  gravitate,  he  would  term  "lower,"  and  the  contrary  to  this 
"  upper ; "  and  accordingly  denominate  whatsoever  objects  he 
touched. 

94.  But  then,  whatever  judgments  he  makes  concerning 
the  situation  of  objects  are  confined  to  those  only  that  are 
perceivable  by  touch.  All  those  things  that  are  intangible, 
and  of  a  spiritual  nature — his  thoughts  and  desires,  his 
passions,  and  in  general  all  the  modifications  of  his  soul — to 
these  he  would  never  apply  the  terms  upper  and  lower, 
except  only  in  a  metaphorical  sense.     He  may  perhaps,  by 

was  omitted  by  the  author  from  the  last :  "We  may  therefore  venture 
to  pronounce  this  opinion,  concerning  the  way  wherein  the  mind  per- 
ceives the  erect  appearance  of  objects,  to  be  of  a  piece  with  those  other 
tenets  of  writers  in  optics,  which  in  the  foregoing  parts  of  this  treatise 
we  have  had  occasion  to  examine  and  refute." 
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way  of  allusion,  speak  of  high  or  low  thoughts :  but  those 
terms,  in  their  proper  signification,  would  never  be  applied 
to  anything  that  was  not  conceived  to  exist  without  the  mind. 
For,  a  man  born  blind,  and  remaining  in  the  same  state, 
could  mean  nothing  else  by  the  words  higher  and  lower  than 
a  greater  or  lesser  distance  from  the  earth — which  distance  he 
would  measure  by  the  motion  or  application  of  his  hand,  or 
some  other  part  of  his  body.  It  is,  therefore,  evident  that 
all  those  things  which,  in  respect  of  each  other,  would  by 
him  be  thought  higher  or  lower,  must  be  such  as  were 
conceived  to  exist  without  his  mind,  in  the  ambient  space. 

95.  Whence  it  plainly  follows,  that  such  a  one,  if  we 
suppose  him  made  to  see,  would  not  at  first  sight  think  that 
anything  he  saw  was  high  or  low,  erect  or  inverted.  For,  it 
hath  been  already  demonstrated,  in  sect.  41,  that  he  would 
not  think  the  things  he  perceived  by  sight  to  be  at  any 
distance  from  him,  or  without  his  mind.  The  objects  to 
which  he  had  hitherto  been  used  to  apply  the  terms  up  and 
down,  high  and  low,  were  such  only  as  affected,  or  were 
some  way  perceived  by  his  touch.  But,  the  proper  objects 
of  vision  make  a  new  set  of  ideas,  perfectly  distinct  and 
different  from  the  former,  and  which  can  in  no  sort  make 
themselves  perceived  by  touch.  There  is,  therefore,  nothing 
at  all  that  could  induce  him  to  think  those  terms  applicable 
to  them.  Nor  would  he  ever  think  it,  till  such  time  as  he 
had  observed  their  connexion  with  tangible  objects,  and  the 
same  prejudice  began  to  insinuate  itself  into  his  understand- 
ing, which,  from  their  infancy,  had  grown  up  in  the  under- 
standings of  other  men. 

96.  To  set  this  matter  in  a  clearer  light,  I  shall  make  use 
of  an  example.  Suppose  the  above-mentioned  blind  person, 
by  his  touch,  perceives  a  man  to  stand  erect.  Let  us  inquire 
into  the  manner  of  this.  By  the  application  of  his  hand  to 
the  several  parts  of  a  human  body,  he  had  perceived  different 
tangible  ideas,  which  being  collected  into  sundry  complex 
ones  have  distinct  names  annexed  to  them.  Thus,  one 
combination  of  a  certain  tangible  figure,  bulk,  and  consistency 
of  parts  is  called  the  head ;  another  the  hand ;  a  third  the 
foot,  and  so  of  the  rest — all  which  complex  ideas  could,  in 
his  understanding,  be  made  up  only  of  ideas  perceivable  by 
touch.     He  had  also,  by  his  touch,  obtained  an  idea  of 
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earth  or  ground,  towards  which  he  perceives  the  parts  (qf  hjs.  _  ,'  {  ft 
body  to  have  a  natural  tendency.  Now,  by  "  erect "  nothing 
more  being  meant  than  that  perpendicular  position  of  a  man 
wherein  his  feet  are  nearest  to  the  earth  :  if  the  blind  person, 
by  moving  his  hand  over  the  parts  of  the  man  who  stands 
before  him,  do  perceive  the  tangible  ideas  that  compose  the 
head  to  be  farthest  from,  and  those  that  compose  the  feet  to 
be  nearest  to,  that  other  combination  of  tangible  ideas  which 
he  calls  earth,  he  will  denominate  that  man  erect.  But,  if  we 
suppose  him  on  a  sudden  to  receive  his  sight,  and  that  he 
behold  a  man  standing  before  him,  it  is  evident,  in  that  case, 
he  would  neither  judge  the  man  he  sees  to  be  erect  nor 
inverted ;  for  he,  never  having  known  those  terms  applied 
to  any  other  save  tangible  things,  or  which  existed  in  the 
space  without  him,  and  what  he  sees  neither  being  tangible, 
nor  perceived  as  existing  without,  he  could  not  know  that,  in 
propriety  of  language,  they  were  applicable  to  it. 

97.  Afterwards,  when,  upon  turning  his  head  or  eyes  up 
and  down  to  the  right  and  left,  he  shall  observe  the  visible 
objects  to  change,  and  shall  also  attain  to  know  that  they 
are  called  by  the  same  names,  and  connected  with  the 
objects  perceived  by  touch ;  then,  indeed,  he  will  come  to 
speak  of  them  and  their  situation  in  the  same  terms  that  he 
has  been  used  to  apply  to  tangible  things  :  and  those  that 
he  perceives  by  turning  up  his  eyes  he  will  call  upper,  and 
those  that  by  turning  down  his  eyes  he  will  call  lower. 

98.  And  this  seems  to  me  the  true  reason  why  he  should 
think  those  objects  uppermost  that  are  painted  on  the  lower 
part  of  his  eye.  For,  by  turning  the  eye  up  they  shall  be 
distinctly  seen ;  as  likewise  they  that  are  painted  on  the 
highest  part  of  the  eye  shall  be  distinctly  seen  by  turning  the 
eye  down,  and  are  for  that  reason  esteemed  lowest.  For, 
we  have  shewn  that  to  the  immediate  objects  of  sight, 
considered  in  themselves,  he  would  not  attribute  the  terms 
high  and  low.  It  must  therefore  be  on  account  of  some 
circumstances  which  are  observed  to  attend  them.  And 
these,  it  is  plain,  are  the  actions  of  turning  the  eye  up  and 
down,  which  suggest  a  very  obvious  reason  why  the  mind 
should  denominate  the  objects  of  sight  accordingly  high  or 
low.  And,  without  this  motion  of  the  eye,  this  turning  it 
up  and  down  in  order  to  discern  different  objects,  doubtless 
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"erect,"  "inverse,"  and  other  the  like  terms  relating  to  the 
position  of  tangible  objects,  would  never  have  been  trans- 
ferred, or  in  any  degree  apprehended  to  belong  to  the  ideas 
of  sight — the  mere  act  of  seeing  including  nothing  in  it  to 
that  purpose ;  whereas  the  different  situations  of  the  eye 
naturally  direct  the  mind  to  make  a  suitable  judgment  of  the 
situation  of  objects  intromitted  by  it. 

99.  Farther,  when  he  has  by  experience  learned  the  con- 
nexion there  is  between  the  several  ideas  of  sight  and  touch, 
he  will  be  able,  by  the  perception  he  has  of  the  situation  of 
visible  things  in  respect  of  one  another,  to  make  a  sudden 
and  true  estimate  of  the  situation  of  outward,  tangible  things 
corresponding  to  them.  And  thus  it  is  he  shall  perceive  by 
sight  the  situation  of  external  objects,  which  do  not  properly 
fall  under  that  sense.1 

100.  I  know  we  are  very  prone  to  think  that,  if  just  made 
to  see,  we  should  judge  of  the  situation  of  visible  things  as 
we  do  now.  But,  we  are  also  as  prone  to  think  that,  at  first 
sight,  we  should  in  the  same  way  apprehend  the  distance  and 
magnitude  of  objects  as  we  do  now ;  which  hath  been  shewn 
to  be  a  false  and  groundless  persuasion.  And,  for  the  like 
reasons,  the  same  censure  may  be  passed  on  the  positive 
assurance  that  most  men,  before  they  have  thought  sufficiently 
of  the  matter,  might  have  of  their  being  able  to  determine  by 
the  eye,  at  first  view,  whether  objects  were  erect  or  inverse. 

101.  It  will  perhaps  be  objected  to  our  opinion,  that  a 
man,  for  instance,  being  thought  erect  when  his  feet  are  next 
the  earth,  and  inverted  when  his  head  is  next  the  earth,  it 
doth  hence  follow  that,  by  the  mere  act  of  vision,  without 
any  experience  or  altering  the  situation  of  the  eye,  we  should 
have  determined  whether  he  were  erect  or  inverted.  For 
both  the  earth  itself,  and  the  limbs  of  the  man  who  stands 
thereon,  being  equally  perceived  by  sight,  one  cannot  choose 
seeing  what  part  of  the  man  is  nearest  the  earth,  and  what 
part  farthest  from  it,  i.e.  whether  he  be  erect  or  inverted. 

102.  To  which  I  answer,  the  ideas  which  constitute  the 

1  What  Berkeley  here  supposes  he  was  afterwards  able  to  refer  to 
actually  in  the  "  T.  of  V.  Vindicated,"  namely,  the  Cheselden  experi- 
ment, "  Philosoph.  Trans.,"  No.  402.  Professor  Fraser  cites  other 
instances  in  "  Phil.  Trans."  for  180 1,  1S07,  1826,  and  in  Nunneley's 
"  The  Organs  of  Vision  "  (1S5S). 
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tangible  earth  and  man  are  entirely  different  from  those  which 
constitute  the  visible  earth  and  man.  Nor  was  it  possible, 
by  virtue  of  the  visive  faculty  alone,  without  superadding  any 
experience  of  touch,  or  altering  the  position  of  the  eye,  ever 
to  have  known,  or  so  much  as  suspected,  there  had  been  any 
relation  or  connexion  between  them.  Hence,  a  man  at  first 
view  would  not  denominate  anything  he  saw,  "earth,"  or 
"head,"  or  'foot;"  and  consequently,  he  could  not  tell,  by  the 
mere  act  of  vision,  whether  the  head  or  feet  were  nearest  the 
earth.  Nor,  indeed,  would  we  have  thereby  any  thought  of 
earth  or  man,  erect  or  inverse,  at  all — which  will  be  made 
yet  more  evident,  if  we  nicely  observe,  and  make  a  particular 
comparison  between,  the  ideas  of  both  senses. 

103.  That  which  I  see  is  only  variety  of  light  and  colours. 
That  which  I  feel  is  hard  or  soft,  hot  or  cold,  rough  or 
smooth.  What  similitude,  what  connexion,  have  those  ideas 
with  these  ?  Or,  how  is  it  possible  that  any  one  should  see 
reason  to  give  one  and  the  same  name  to  combinations  of 
ideas  so  very  different,  before  he  had  experienced  their  co- 
existence ?  We  do  not  find  there  is  any  necessary  connexion 
betwixt  this  or  that  tangible  quality,  and  any  colour  whatso 
ever.  And  we  may  sometimes  perceive  colours,  where  there 
is  nothing  to  be  felt.  All  which  doth  make  it  manifest  that 
no  man,  at  first  receiving  of  his  sight,  would  know  there  was 
any  agreement  between  this  or  that  particular  object  of  his 
sight  and  any  object  of  touch  he  had  been  already  acquainted 
with.  The  colours  therefore  of  the  head  would  to  him  no 
more  suggest  the  idea  of  head  than  they  would  the  idea  or 
feet. 

104.  Farther,  we  have  at  large  shewn  (vide  sect.  63  and 
64)  there  is  no  discoverable  necessary  connexion  between 
any  given  visible  magnitude  and  any  one  particular  tangible 
magnitude ;  but  that  it  is  entirely  the  result  of  custom  and 
experience,  and  depends  on  foreign  and  accidental  circum- 
stances, that  we  can,  by  the  perception  of  visible  extension, 
inform  ourselves  what  may  be  the  extension  of  any  tangible 
object  connected  with  it.  Hence,  it  is  certain,  that  neither 
the  visible  magnitude  of  head  or  foot  would  bring  along  with 
them  into  the  mind,  at  first  opening  of  the  eyes,  the  respec- 
tive tangible  magnitudes  of  those  parts. 

105.  By  the  foregoing  section,  it  is  plain  the  visible  figure 
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of  any  part  of  the  body  hath  no  necessary  connexion  with 
the  tangible  figure  thereof,  so  as  at  first  sight  to  suggest  it  to 
the  mind.  For,  figure  is  the  termination  of  magnitude. 
Whence  it  follows  that  no  visible  magnitude  having  in  its 
own  nature  an  aptness  to  suggest  any  one  particular  tangible 
magnitude,  so  neither  can  any  visible  figure  be  inseparably 
connected  with  its  corresponding  tangible  figure,  so  as  of 
itself,  and  in  a  way  prior  to  experience,  it  might  suggest  it 
to  the  understanding.  This  will  be  farther  evident,  if  we 
consider  that  what  seems  smooth  and  round  to  the  touch  may 
to  sight,  if  viewed  through  a  microscope,  seem  quite  otherwise. 

1 06.  From  all  which,  laid  together  and  duly  considered, 
we  may  clearly  deduce  this  inference : — In  the  first  act  of 
vision,  no  idea  entering  by  the  eye  would  have  a  perceivable 
connexion  with  the  ideas  to  which  the  names  earth,  man, 
head,  foot,  &c,  were  annexed  in  the  understanding  of  a 
person  blind  from  his  birth ;  so  as  in  any  sort  to  introduce 
them  into  his  mind,  or  make  themselves  be  called  by  the 
same  names,  and  reputed  the  same  things  with  them,  as 
aftenvards  they  come  to  be. 

107.  There  doth,  nevertheless,  remain  one  difficulty,  which 
to  some  may  seem  to  press  hard  on  our  opinion,  and  deserve 
not  to  be  passed  over.  For,  though  it  be  granted  that 
neither  the  colour,  size,  nor  figure  of  the  visible  feet  have 
any  necessary  connexion  with  the  ideas  that  compose  the 
tangible  feet,  so  as  to  bring  them  at  first  sight  into  my 
mind,  or  make  me  in  danger  of  confounding  them,  before  I 
had  been  used  to  and  for  some  time  experienced  their  con- 
nexion ;  yet  thus  much  seems  undeniable,  namely,  that  the 
number  of  the  visible  feet  being  the  same  with  that  of  the 
tangible  feet,  I  may  from  hence,  without  any  experience  of 
sight,  reasonably  conclude  that  they  represent  or  are  con- 
nected with  the  feet  rather  than  the  head.  I  say,  it  seems 
the  idea  of  two  visible  feet  will  sooner  suggest  to  the  mind 
the  idea  of  two  tangible  feet  than  of  one  head — so  that  the 
blind  man,  upon  first  reception  of  the  visive  faculty,  might 
know  which  were  the  feet  or  two,  and  which  the  head  or  one. 

108.  In  order  to  get  clear  of  this  seeming  difficulty,  we 
need  only  observe  that  diversity  of  visible  objects  does  not 
necessarily  infer  diversity  of  tangible  objects  corresponding 
to  them.     A  picture  painted  with  great  variety  of  colours 
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affects  the  touch  in  one  uniform  manner;  it  is  therefore 
evident  that  I  do  not,  by  any  necessary  consecution,  inde- 
pendent of  experience,  judge  of  the  number  of  things  tangible 
from  the  number  of  things  visible.  I  should  not  therefore 
at  first  opening  my  eyes  conclude  that  because  I  see  two  I 
shall  feel  two.  How,  therefore,  can  I,  before  experience 
teaches  me,  know  that  the  visible  legs,  because  two,  are 
connected  with  the  tangible  legs ;  or  the  visible  head, 
because  one,  is  connected  with  the  tangible  head  ?  The 
truth  is,  the  things  I  see  are  so  very  different  and  hetero- 
geneous from  the  things  I  feel  that  the  perception  of  the  one 
would  never  have  suggested  the  other  to  my  thoughts,  or 
enabled  me  to  pass  the  least  judgment  thereon,  until  I  had 
experienced  their  connexion. 

109.  But,  for  a  fuller  illustration  of  this  matter,  it  ought  to 
be  considered,  that  number  (however  some  may  reckon  it 
amongst  the  primary  qualities)  is  nothing  fixed  and  settled, 
really  existing  in  things  themselves.  It  is  entirely  the 
creature  of  the  mind,  considering  either  a  simple  idea  by 
itself,  or  any  combination  of  simple  ideas  to  which  it  gives 
one  name,  and  so  makes  it  pass  for  a  unit.  According  as 
the  mind  variously  combines  its  ideas,  the  unit  varies ;  and 
as  the  unit,  so  the  number,  which  is  only  a  collection  of 
units,  doth  also  vary.  We  call  a  window  one,  a  chimney 
one ;  and  yet  a  house,  in  which  there  are  many  windows 
and  many  chimneys,  has  an  equal  right  to  be  called  one ; 
and  many  houses  go  to  the  making  of  one  city.  In  these 
and  the  like  instances,  it  is  evident  the  unit  constantly 
relates  to  the  particular  draughts  the  mind  makes  of  its  ideas, 
to  which  it  affixes  names,  and  wherein  it  includes  more  or 
less,  as  best  suits  its  own  ends  and  purposes.  Whatever 
therefore  the  mind  considers  as  one,  that  is  an  unit.  Every 
combination  of  ideas  is  considered  as  one  thing  by  the  mind, 
and  in  token  thereof  is  marked  by  one  name.  Now,  this 
naming  and  combining  together  of  ideas  is  perfectly  arbitrary, 
and  done  by  the  mind  in  such  sort  as  experience  shews  it  to 
be  most  convenient — without  which  our  ideas  had  never 
been  collected  into  such  sundry  distinct  combinations  as 
they  now  are. 

no.  Hence,  it  follows  that  a  man  born  blind,  and  after- 
wards, when  grown  up,  made  to  see,  would  not,  in  the  first 
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act  of  vision,  parcel  out  the  ideas  of  sight  into  the  same 
distinct  collections  that  others  do  who  have  experienced 
which  do  regularly  co-exist  and  are  proper  to  be  bundled  up 
together  under  one  name.  He  would  not,  for  example, 
make  into  one  complex  idea,  and  thereby  esteem  and  unite 
all  those  particular  ideas  which  constitute  the  visible  head 
or  foot.  For,  there  can  be  no  reason  assigned  why  he  should 
do  so,  barely  upon  his  seeing  a  man  stand  upright  before 
him.  There  crowd  into  his  mind  the  ideas  which  compose 
the  visible  man,  in  company  with  all  the  other  ideas  of  sight 
perceived  at  the  same  time.  But,  all  these  ideas  offered  at 
once  to  his  view  he  would  not  distribute  into  sundry  distinct 
combinations,  till  such  time  as,  by  observing  the  motion  of 
the  parts  of  the  man  and  other  experiences,  he  comes  to 
know  which  are  to  be  separated  and  which  to  be  collected 
together. 

in.  From  what  hath  been  premised,  it  is  plain  the 
objects  of  sight  and  touch  make,  if  I  may  so  say,  two  sets  of 
ideas,  which  are  widely  different  from  each  other.  To 
objects  of  either  kind  we  indifferently  attribute  the  terms 
high  and  low,  right  and  left,  and  such  like,  denoting  the 
position  or  situation  of  things ;  but  then  we  must  well 
observe  that  the  position  of  any  object  is  determined  with 
respect  only  to  objects  of  the  same  sense.  We  say  any 
object  of  touch  is  high  or  low,  according  as  it  is  more  or 
less  distant  from  the  tangible  earth  :  and  in  like  manner  we 
denominate  any  object  of  sight  high  or  low,  in  proportion  as  it 
is  more  or  less  distant  from  the  visible  earth.  But,  to  define 
the  situation  of  visible  things  with  relation  to  the  distance 
they  bear  from  any  tangible  thing,  or  vice  versa,  this  were 
absurd  and  perfectly  unintelligible.  For  all  visible  things 
are  equally  in  the  mind,  and  take  up  no  part  of  the  external 
space ;  and  consequently  are  equidistant  from  any  tangible 
thing  which  exists  without  the  mind. 

112.  Or  rather,  to  speak  truly,  the  proper  objects  of  sight 
are  at  no  distance,  neither  near  nor  far  from  any  tangible 
thing.  For,  if  we  inquire  narrowly  into  the  matter,  we  shall 
find  that  those  things  only  are  compared  together  in  respect 
of  distance  which  exist  after  the  same  manner,  or  appertain 
unto  the  same  sense.  For,  by  the  distance  between  any  two 
points,  nothing  more  is  meant  than  the  number  of  inter- 
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mediate  points.  If  the  given  points  are  visible,  the  distance 
between  them  is  marked  out  by  the  number  of  the  interjacent 
visible  points ;  if  they  are  tangible,  the  distance  between 
them  is  a  line  consisting  of  tangible  points  ;  but,  if  they  are 
one  tangible  and  the  other  visible,  the  distance  between 
them  doth  neither  consist  of  points  perceivable  by  sight  nor 
by  touch,  i.e.  it  is  utterly  inconceivable.  This,  perhaps,  will 
not  find  an  easy  admission  into  all  men's  understanding. 
However,  I  should  gladly  be  informed  whether  it  be  not 
true,  by  any  one  who  will  be  at  the  pains  to  reflect  a  little, 
and  apply  it  home  to  his  thoughts 

113.  The  not  observing  what  has  been  delivered  in  the 
two  last  sections,  seems  to  have  occasioned  no  small  part  of 
the  difficulty  that  occurs  in  the  business  of  direct  appear- 
ances. The  head,  which  is  painted  nearest  the  earth, 
seems  to  be  farthest  from  it ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  the 
feet,  which  are  painted  farthest  from  the  earth,  are  thought 
nearest  to  it.  Herein  lies  the  difficulty,  which  vanishes  if 
we  express  the  thing  more  clearly  and  free  from  ambiguity, 
thus : — How  comes  it  that,  to  the  eye,  the  visible  head, 
which  is  nearest  the  tangible  earth,  seems  farthest  from  the 
earth ;  and  the  visible  feet,  which  are  farthest  from  the 
tangible  earth,  seem  nearest  the  earth?  The  question 
being  thus  proposed,  who  sees  not  the  difficulty  is  founded 
on  a  supposition  that  the  eye  or  visive  faculty,  or  rather  the 
soul  by  means  thereof,  should  judge  of  the  situation  of  visible 
objects  with  reference  to  their  distance  from  the  tangible 
earth  ?  Whereas,  it  is  evident  the  tangible  earth  is  not  per- 
ceived by  sight.  And  it  hath  been  shewn,  in  the  two  last 
preceding  sections,  that  the  location  of  visible  objects  is 
determined  only  by  the  distance  they  bear  from  one  another, 
and  that  it  is  nonsense  to  talk  of  distance,  far  or  near, 
between  a  visible  and  tangible  thing. 

1 14.  If  we  confine  our  thoughts  to  the  proper  objects  of 
sight,  the  whole  is  plain  and  easy.  The  head  is  painted 
farthest  from,  and  the  feet  nearest  to,  the  visible  earth ;  and 
so  they  appear  to  be.  What  is  there  strange  or  unaccount- 
able in  this  ?  Let  us  suppose  the  pictures  in  the  fund  of 
the  eye  to  be  the  immediate  objects  of  sight.  The  con- 
sequence is  that  things  should  appear  in  the  same  posture 
they  are  painted  in  ;  and  is  it  not  so  ?     The  head  which  is 
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seen  seems  farthest  from  the  earth  which  is  seen  ;  and  the 
feet  which  are  seen  seem  nearest  to  the  earth  which  is  seen. 
And  just  so  they  are  painted. 

115.  But,  say  you,  the  picture  of  the  man  is  inverted,  and 
yet  the  appearance  is  erect.  I  ask,  what  mean  you  by  the 
picture  of  the  man,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  the  visible 
man's  being  inverted  ?  You  tell  me  it  -is  inverted,  because 
the  heels  are  uppermost  and  the  head  undermost  ?  Explain 
me  this.  You  say  that  by  the  head's  being  undermost,  you 
mean  that  it  is  nearest  to  the  earth ;  and,  by  the  heels  being 
uppermost,  that  they  are  farthest  from  the  earth.  I  ask 
again,  what  earth  you  mean  ?  You  cannot  mean  the  earth 
that  is  painted  on  the  eye  or  the  visible  earth — for  the 
picture  of  the  head  is  farthest  from  the  picture  of  the  earth, 
and  the  picture  of  the  feet  nearest  to  the  picture  of  the  earth  ; 
and  accordingly  the  visible  head  is  farthest  from  the  visible 
earth,  and  the  visible  feet  nearest  to  it.  It  remains,  there- 
fore, that  you  mean  the  tangible  earth ;  and  so  determine 
the  situation  of  visible  things  with  respect  to  tangible  things 
— contrary  to  what  hath  been  demonstrated  in  sect.  1 1 1  and 
U2.  The  two  distinct  provinces  of  sight  and  touch  should 
be  considered  apart,  and  as  though  their  objects  had  no 
intercourse,  no  manner  of  relation  to  one  another,  in  point 
of  distance  or  position. 

116.  Farther,  what  greatly  contributes  to  make  us  mistake 
in  this  matter  is  that,  when  we  think  of  the  pictures  in  the 
fund  of  the  eye,  we  imagine  ourselves  looking  on  the  fund  of 
another's  eye,  or  another  looking  on  the  fund  of  our  own  eye, 
and  beholding  the  pictures  painted  thereon.  Suppose  two 
eyes,  A  and  B.  A  from  some  distance  looking  on  the 
pictures  in  B  sees  them  inverted,  and  for  that  reason  con- 
cludes they  are  inverted  in  B.  But  this  is  wrong.  There 
are  projected  in  little  on  the  bottom  of  A  the  images  of  the 
pictures  of,  suppose,  man,  earth,  &c,  which  are  painted  on 
B.  And,  besides  these,  the  eye  B  itself,  and  the  objects 
which  environ  it,  together  with  another  earth,  are  projected 
in  a  larger  size  on  A.  Now,  by  the  eye  A  these  larger 
images  are  deemed  the  true  objects,  and  the  lesser  only 
pictures  in  miniature.  And  it  is  with  respect  to  those 
greater  images  that  it  determines  the  situation  of  the  smaller 
images;  so  that,  comparing  the  little  man  with  the  great 
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earth,  A  judges  him  inverted,  or  that  the  feet  are  farthest 
from  and  the  head  nearest  to  the  great  earth.  Whereas,  if 
A  compare  the  little  man  with  the  little  earth,  then  he  will 
appear  erect,  i.e.  his  head  shall  seem  farthest  from  and  his 
feet  nearest  to  the  little  earth.  But  we  must  consider  that 
B  does  not  see  two  earths  as  A  does.  It  sees  only  what  is 
represented  by  the  little  pictures  in  A,  and  consequently 
shall  judge  the  man  erect.  For,  in  truth,  the  man  in  B  is 
not  inverted,  for  there  the  feet  are  next  the  earth ;  but  it  is 
the  representation  of  it  in  A  which  is  inverted,  for  there  the 
head  of  the  representation  of  the  picture  of  the  man  in  B  is 
next  the  earth,  and  the  feet  farthest  from  the  earth — meaning 
the  earth  which  is  without  the  representation  of  the  pictures 
in  B.  For,  if  you  take  the  little  images  of  the  pictures 
in  B,  and  consider  them  by  themselves,  and  with  respect 
only  to  one  another,  they  are  all  erect  and  in  their  natural 
posture. 

117.  Farther,  there  lies  a  mistake  in  our  imagining  that 
the  pictures  of  external  objects  are  painted  on  the  bottom  of 
the  eye.  It  has  been  shewn  there  is  no  resemblance  between 
the  ideas  of  sight  and  things  tangible.  It  hath  likewise  been 
demonstrated,  that  the  proper  objects  of  sight  do  not  exist 
without  the  mind.  Whence  it  clearly  follows  that  the 
pictures  painted  on  the  bottom  of  the  eye  are  not  the 
pictures  of  external  objects.  Let  any  one  consult  his  own 
thoughts,  and  then  tell  me,  what  affinity,  what  likeness,  there 
is  between  that  certain  variety  and  disposition  of  colours 
which  constitute  the  visible  man,  or  picture  of  a  man,  and 
that  other  combination  of  far  different  ideas,  sensible  by 
touch,  which  compose  the  tangible  man.  But,  if  this  be 
the  case,  how  come  they  to  be  accounted  pictures  or  images, 
since  that  supposes  them  to  copy  or  represent  some  originals 
or  other  ? 

118.  To  which  I  answer — In  the  forementioned  instance, 
the  eye  A  takes  the  little  images,  included  within  the  repre- 
sentation of  the  other  eye  B,  to  be  pictures  or  copies, 
whereof  the  archetypes  are  not  things  existing  without,  but 
the  larger  pictures  projected  on  its  own  fund ;  and  which  by 
A  are  not  thought  pictures,  but  the  originals  or  true  things 
themselves.  Though  if  we  suppose  a  third  eye  C,  from  a 
due  distance,  to  behold  the  fund  of  A,  then  indeed  the 

I.  K 
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things  projected  thereon  shall,  to  C,  seem  pictures  or  images, 
in  the  same  sense  that  those  projected  on  B  do  to  A. 

119.  Rightly  to  conceive  the  business  in  hand,  we  must 
carefully  distinguish  between  the  ideas  of  sight  and  touch, 
between  the  visible  and  tangible  eye ;  for  certainly  on  the 
tangible  eye  nothing  either  is  or  seems  to  be  painted. 
Again,  the  visible  eye,  as  well  as  all  other  visible  objects, 
hath  been  shewn  to  exist  only  in  the  mind  \  which,  perceiv- 
ing its  own  ideas,  and  comparing  them  together,  does  call 
some  pictures  in  respect  to  others.  What  hath  been  said, 
being  rightly  comprehended  and  laid  together,  does,  I  think, 
afford  a  full  and  genuine  explication  of  the  erect  appearance 
of  objects — which  phenomenon,  I  must  confess,  I  do  not 
see  how  it  can  be  explained  by  any  theories  of  vision  hitherto 
made  public. 

120.  In  treating  of  these  things,  the  use  of  language  is  apt 
to  occasion  some  obscurity  and  confusion,  and  create  in  us 
wrong  ideas.  For,  language  being  accommodated  to  the 
common  notions  and  prejudices  of  men,  it  is  scarce  possible 
to  deliver  the  naked  and  precise  truth,  without  great  cir- 
cumlocution, impropriety,  and  (to  an  unwary  reader)  seeming 
contradictions.  I  do,  therefore,  once  for  all,  desire  whoever 
shall  think  it  worth  his  while  to  understand  what  I  have 
written  concerning  vision,  that  he  would  not  stick  in  this  or 
that  phrase  or  manner  of  expression,  but  candidly  collect 
my  meaning  from  the  whole  sum  and  tenor  of  my  discourse, 
and,  laying  aside  the  words  as  much  as  possible,  consider 
the  bare  notions  themselves,  and  then  judge  whether  they 
are  agreeable  to  truth  and  his  own  experience  or  no. 

121.  We  have  shewn  the  way  wherein  the  mind,  by 
mediation  of  visible  ideas,  doth  perceive  or  apprehend  the 
distance,  magnitude,  and  situation  of  tangible  objects.  I 
come  now  to  inquire  more  particularly  concerning  the 
difference  between  the  ideas  of  sight  and  touch  which  are 
called  by  the  same  names,  and  see  whether  there  be  any 
idea  common  to  both  senses.  From  what  we  have  at  large 
set  forth  and  demonstrated  in  the  foregoing  parts  of  this 
treatise,  it  is  plain  there  is  no  one  self-same  numerical  ex- 
tension, perceived  both  by  sight  and  touch  ;  but  that  the 
particular  figures  and  extensions  perceived  by  sight,  however 
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they  may  be  called  by  the  same  names,  and  reputed  the 
same  things  with  those  perceived  by  touch,  are  nevertheless 
different,  and  have  an  existence  very  distinct  and  separate 
from  them.  So  that  the  question  is  not  now  concerning  the 
same  numerical  ideas,  but  whether  there  be  any  one  and  the 
same  sort  or  species  of  ideas  equally  perceivable  to  both 
senses  ?  or,  in  other  words,  whether  extension,  figure,  and 
motion  perceived  by  sight,  are  not  specifically  distinct  from 
extension,  figure,  and  motion  perceived  by  touch  ? 

122.  But,  before  I  come  more  particularly  to  discuss  this 
matter,  I  find  it  proper  to  take  into  my  thoughts  extension 
in  abstract.  For  of  this  there  is  much  talk  ;  and  I  am  apt 
to  think  that  when  men  speak  of  extension  as  being  an  idea 
common  to  two  senses,  it  is  with  a  secret  supposition  that 
we  can  single  out  extension  from  all  other  tangible  and 
visible  qualities,  and  form  thereof  an  abstract  idea,  which 
idea  they  will  have  common  both  to  sight  and  touch.  We 
are  therefore  to  understand  by  extension  in  abstract,  an  idea 
of  extension — for  instance,  a  line  or  surface  entirely  stripped 
of  all  other  sensible  qualities  and  circumstances  that  might 
determine  it  to  any  particular  existence ;  it  is  neither  black, 
nor  white,  nor  red,  nor  hath  it  any  colour  at  all,  or  any  tan- 
gible quality  whatsoever,  and  consequently  it  is  of  no  finite 
determinate  magnitude ;  for  that  which  bounds  or  dis- 
tinguishes one  extension  from  another  is  some  quality  or 
circumstance  wherein  they  disagree. 

123.  Now,  I  do  not  find  that  I  can  perceive,  imagine,  or 
anywise  frame  in  my  mind  such  an  abstract  idea  as  is  here 
spoken  of.  A  line  or  surface  which  is  neither  black,  nor 
white,  nor  blue,  nor  yellow,  &c.  ;  nor  long,  nor  short,  nor 
rough,  nor  smooth,  nor  square,  nor  round,  &c,  is  per- 
fectly incomprehensible.  This  I  am  sure  of  as  to  myself; 
how  far  the  faculties  of  other  men  may  reach  they  best  can 
tell. 

1 24.  It  is  commonly  said  that  the  object  of  geometry  is 
abstract  extension.  But  geometry  contemplates  figures  : 
now,  figure  is  the  termination  of  magnitude ;  but  we  have 
shewn  that  extension  in  abstract  hath  no  finite  determinate 
magnitude ;  whence  it  clearly  follows  that  it  can  have  no 
figure,  and  consequently  is  not  the  object  of  geometry.     It 
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is  indeed  a  tenet,  as  well  of  the  modern  as  the  ancient 
philosophers,  that  all  general  truths  are  concerning  universal 
abstract  ideas  ;  without  which,  we  are  told,  there  could  be 
no  science,  no  demonstration  of  any  general  proposition  in 
geometry.  But  it  were  no  hard  matter,  did  I  think  it 
necessary  to  my  present  purpose,  to  shew  that  propositions 
and  demonstrations  in  geometry  might  be  universal,  though 
they  who  make  them  never  think  of  abstract  general  ideas  of 
triangles  or  circles. 

125.  After  reiterated  endeavours  to  apprehend  the  general 
idea  of  a  triangle,  I  have  found  it  altogether  incompre- 
hensible. And  surely,  if  any  one  were  able  to  let  that  idea 
into  my  mind,  it  must  be  the  author  of  the  "Essay  concerning 
Human  Understanding  "  :  he,  who  has  so  far  distinguished 
himself  from  the  generality  of  writers,  by  the  clearness  and 
significancy  of  what  he  says.  Let  us  therefore  see  how  this 
celebrated  author  describes  the  general  or  abstract  idea  of  a 
triangle.  "  It  must  be,"  says  he,  "  neither  oblique  nor 
rectangle,  neither  equilateral,  equicrural,  nor  scalenum  ;  but 
all  and  none  of  these  at  once.  In  effect  it  is  somewhat  im- 
perfect that  cannot  exist ;  an  idea,  wherein  some  parts  of 
several  different  and  inconsistent  ideas  are  put  together." 
("Essay  on  Human  Understanding,"  B.  iv.  ch.  7.  s.  9.)  This 
is  the  idea  which  he  thinks  needful  for  the  enlargement  of 
knowledge,  which  is  the  subject  of  mathematical  demon- 
stration, and  without  which  we  could  never  come  to  know 
any  general  proposition  concerning  triangles.1  That  author 
acknowledges  it  doth  "require  some  pains  and  skill  to  form 
this  general  idea  of  a  triangle."  (Ibid.)  But,  had  he  called 
to  mind  what  he  says  in  another  place,  to  wit,  "  that  ideas  of 
mixed  modes  wherein  any  inconsistent  ideas  are  put  to- 
gether, cannot  so  much  as  exist  in  the  mind,/.*,  be  conceived," 
(vide  B.  iii.  ch.  10.  s.  33,  ibid.) — I  say,  had  this  occurred  to 
his  thoughts,  it  is  not  improbable  he  would  have  owned  it 
above  all  the  pains  and  skill  he  was  master  of,  to  form  the 
above-mentioned  idea  of  a  triangle,  which  is  made  up  of 


1  The  following  passage  was  omitted  from  this  place  in  the  last 
edition:  "Sure  I  am,  if  this  be  the  case,  it  is  impossible  for  me  to 
at  lain  to  know  even  the  first  elements  of  geometry :  since  I  have  not  the 
faculty  to  frame  in  my  mind  such  an  idea  as  is  here  described." 
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manifest  staring  contradictions.  That  a  man,  who  thought 
so  much  and  so  well,  and  laid  so  great  a  stress  on  clear  and 
determinate  ideas,  should  nevertheless  talk  at  this  rate,  seems 
very  surprising.  But  the  wonder  will  lessen,  if  it  be  con- 
sidered that  the  source  whence  this  opinion  flows  is  the 
prolific  womb  which  has  brought  forth  innumerable  errors 
and  difficulties,  in  all  parts  of  philosophy,  and  in  all  the 
sciences.  But  this  matter,  taken  in  its  full  extent,  were  a 
subject  too  vast  and  comprehensive  to  be  insisted  on  in  this 
place.1     And  so  much  for  extension  in  abstract. 

126.  Some,  perhaps,  may  think  pure  space,  vacuum,  or 
trine  dimension,  to  be  equally  the  object  of  sight  and  touch. 
But,  though  we  have  a  very  great  propension  to  think  the 
ideas  of  outness  and  space  to  be  the  immediate  object  of 
sight,  yet,  if  I  mistake  not,  in  the  -foregoing  parts  of  this 
Essay,  that  hath  been  clearly  demonstrated  to  be  a  mere  de- 
lusion, arising  from  the  quick  and  sudden  suggestion  of 
fancy,  which  so  closely  connects  the  idea  of  distance  with 
those  of  sight,  that  we  are  apt  to  think  it  is  itself  a  proper 
and  immediate  object  of  that  sense,  till  reason  corrects  the 
mistake. 

127.  It  having  been  shewn  that  there  are  no  abstract 
ideas  of  figure,  and  that  it  is  impossible  for  us,  by  any  pre- 
cision of  thought,  to  frame  an  idea  of  extension  separate 
from  all  other  visible  and  tangible  qualities,  which  shall  be 
common  both  to  sight  and  touch — the  question  now  remain- 
ing is,  whether  the  particular  extensions,  figures,  and  motions 
perceived  by  sight,  be  of  the  same  kind  with  the  particular 
extensions,  figures,  and  motions  perceived  by  touch  ?  In 
answer  to  which  I  shall  venture  to  lay  down  the  following 
proposition  : — The  extension,  figures,  atid  motions  perceived  by 
sight  are  specifically  distinct  from  the  ideas  of  touch,  called  by 
the  same  names ;  nor  is  there  any  such  thing  as  one  idea, 

1  Between  this  sentence  and  the  last  phrase  of  the  section  stood,  in 
the  first  two  editions,  the  following  paragraph  :  "I  shall  only  observe 
that  your  metaphysicians  and  men  of  speculation  seem  to  have  faculties 
distinct  from  those  of  ordinary  men,  when  they  talk  of  general  or  ab- 
stracted triangles  and  circles,  &c,  and  so  peremptorily  declare  them 
to  be  the  subject  of  all  the  eternal,  immutable,  universal  truths  in 
geometry. " 
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or  kind  of  idea,  common  to  both  senses.  This  proposition 
may,  without  much  difficulty,  be  collected  from  what  hath 
been  said  in  several  places  of  this  Essay.  But,  because  it 
seems  so  remote  from,  and  contrary  to  the  received  notions 
and  settled  opinion  of  mankind,  I  shall  attempt  to  demon- 
strate it  more  particularly  and  at  large  by  the  following 
arguments  : — 

128.  When,  upon  perception  of  an  idea,  I  range  it  under 
this  or  that  sort,  it  is  because  it  is  perceived  after  the  same 
manner,  or  because  it  has  a  likeness  or  conformity  with,  or 
affects  me  in  the  same  way  as  the  ideas  of  the  sort  I  rank  it 
under.  In  short,  it  must  not  be  entirely  new,  but  have 
something  in  it  old  and  already  perceived  by  me.  It  must, 
I  say,  have  so  much,  at  least,  in  common  with  the  ideas 
I  have  before  known  and  named,  as  to  make  me  give  it  the 
same  name  with  them.  But,  it  has  been,  if  I  mistake  not, 
clearly  made  out  that  a  man  born  blind  would  not,  at  first 
reception  of  his  sight,  think  the  things  he  saw  were  of  the 
same  nature  with  the  objects  of  touch,  or  had  anything  in 
common  with  them ;  but  that  they  were  a  new  set  of  ideas, 
perceived  in  a  new  manner,  and  entirely  different  from  all 
he  had  ever  perceived  before.  So  that  he  would  not  call 
them  by  the  same  name,  nor  repute  them  to  be  of  the  same 
sort,  with  anything  he  had  hitherto  known.1 

129.  Secondly,  Light  and  colours  are  allowed  by  all  to 
constitute  a  sort  or  species  entirely  different  from  the  ideas 
of  touch ;  nor  will  any  man,  I  presume,  say  they  can  make 
themselves  perceived  by  that  sense.  But  there  is  no  other 
immediate  object  of  sight  besides  light  and  colours.  It  is 
therefore  a  direct  consequence,  that  there  is  no  idea  common 
to  both  senses. 

130.  It  is  a  prevailing  opinion,  even  amongst  those  who 
have  thought  and  writ  most  accurately  concerning  our  ideas, 
and  the  ways  whereby  they  enter  into  the  understanding, 
that  something  more  is  perceived  by  sight  than  barely  light 

1  Here,  in  the  first  two  editions,  followed  this  passage  :  "  And  surely 
the  judgment  of  such  an  unprejudiced  person  is  more  to  be  relied  on  in 
this  case  than  the  sentiments  of  the  generality  of  men  ;  who,  in  this  as 
in  almost  everything  else,  suffer  themselves  to  be  guided  by  custom,  and 
the  erroneous  suggestions  of  prejudice,  rather  than  reason  and  sedate 
reflexion." 
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and  colours  with  their  variations.  Mr.  Locke  termeth  sight 
"  the  most  comprehensive  of  all  our  senses,  conveying  to  our 
minds  the  ideas  of  light  and  colours,  which  are  peculiar  only 
to  that  sense;  and  also  the  far  different  ideas  of  space,  figure, 
and  motion."  ("Essay  on  Human  Understanding,"  B.  ii. 
ch.  9.  s.  9.)  Space  or  distance,  we  have  shewn,  is  no 
otherwise  the  object  of  sight  than  of  hearing.  (Vide  sect. 
46.)  And,  as  for  figure  and  extension,  I  leave  it  to  anyone 
that  shall  calmly  attend  to  his  own  clear  and  distinct  ideas 
to  decide  whether  he  has  any  idea  intromitted  immediately 
and  properly  by  sight  save  only  light  and  colours :  or, 
whether  it  be  possible  for  him  to  frame  in  his  mind  a  distinct 
abstract  idea  of  visible  extension,  or  figure,  exclusive  of  all 
colour;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  whether  he  can  conceive 
colour  without  visible  extension  ?  For  my  own  part,  I  must 
confess,  I  am  not  able  to  attain  so  great  a  nicety  of  abstrac- 
tion. I  know  very  well  that,  in  a  strict  sense,  I  see  nothing 
but  light  and  colours,  with  their  several  shades  and  varia- 
tions. He  who  beside  these  doth  also  perceive  by  sight 
ideas  far  different  and  distinct  from  them,  hath  that  faculty 
in  a  degree  more  perfect  and  comprehensive  than  I  can 
pretend  to.  It  must  be  owned,  indeed,  that,  by  the  me- 
diation of  light  and  colours,  other  far  different  ideas  are 
suggested  to  my  mind.  But  so  they  are  by  hearing,  which, 
besides  sounds  which  are  peculiar  to  that  sense,  doth,  by 
their  mediation,  suggest  not  only  space,  figure,  and  motion, 
but  also  all  other  ideas  whatsoever  that  can  be  signified  by 
words. 

131.  Thirdly,  It  is,  I  think,  an  axiom  universally  received, 
that  "  quantities  of  the  same  kind  may  be  added  together 
and  make  one  entire  sum."  Mathematicians  add  lines  to- 
gether ;  but  they  do  not  add  a  line  to  a  solid,  or  conceive  it 
as  making  one  sum  with  a  surface.  These  three  kinds  of 
quantity  being  thought  incapable  of  any  such  mutual  addi- 
tion, and  consequently  of  being  compared  together  in  the 
several  ways  of  proportion,  are  by  them  for  that  reason 
esteemed  entirely  disparate  and  heterogeneous.  Now  let 
anyone  try  in  his  thoughts  to  add  a  visible  line  or  surface  to 
a  tangible  line  or  surface,  so  as  to  conceive  them  making  one 
continued  sum  or  whole.  He  that  can  do  this  may  think 
them  homogeneous  ;  but  he  that  cannot  must,  by  the  fore- 
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going  axiom,  think  them  heterogeneous.1  A  blue  and  a  red 
line  I  can  conceive  added  together  into  one  sum  and  making 
one  continued  line ;  but,  to  make,  in  my  thoughts,  one  con- 
tinued line  of  a  visible  and  tangible  line  added  together,  is, 
I  find,  a  task  far  more  difficult,  and  even  insurmountable  ; 
and  I  leave  it  to  the  reflection  and  experience  of  every  par- 
ticular person  to  determine  for  himself. 

132.  A  farther  confirmation  of  our  tenet  may  be  drawn 
from  the  solution  of  Mr.  Molyneux's  problem,  published  by 
Mr.  Locke  in  his  "  Essay : "  which  I  shall  set  down  as 
it  there  lies,  together  with  Mr.  Locke's  opinion  of  it : — 
"  Suppose  a  man  born  blind,  and  now  adult,  and  taught  by 
his  touch  to  distinguish  between  a  cube  and  a  sphere  of  the 
same  metal,  and  nighly  of  the  same  bigness,  so  as  to  tell 
when  he  felt  one  and  the  other,  which  is  the  cube,  and 
which  the  sphere.  Suppose  then  the  cube  and  sphere 
placed  on  a  table,  and  the  blind  man  made  to  see :  Quaere, 
Whether  by  his  sight,  before  he  touched  them,  he  could 
now  distinguish,  and  tell,  which  is  the  globe,  which  the 
cube.  To  which  the  acute  and  judicious  proposer  answers  : 
Not.  For,  though  he  has  obtained  the  experience  of  how  a 
globe,  how  a  cube  affects  his  touch ;  yet  he  has  not  yet  attained 
the  experience,  that  what  affects  his  touch  so  or  so  must  affect 
his  sight  so  or  so :  or  that  a  protuberant  angle  in  the  cube,  that 
pressed  his  hand  unequally,  shall  appear  to  his  eye  as  it 
doth  in  the  cube.  I  agree  with  this  thinking  gentleman, 
whom  I  am  proud  to  call  my  friend,  in  his  answer  to  this 
his  problem ;  and  am  of  opinion  that  the  blind  man,  at  first 
sight,  would  not  be  able  with  certainty  to  say,  which  was 
the  globe,  which  the  cube,  whilst  he  only  saw  them.* 
("  Essay  on  Human  Understanding,"  B.  ii.  ch.  9.  s.  8.) 

133.  Now,  if  a  square  surface  perceived  by  touch  be  of 
the  same  sort  with  a  square  surface  perceived  by  sight,  it  is 
certain  the  blind  man  here  mentioned  might  know  a  square 
surface  as  soon  as  he  saw  it.  It  is  no  more  but  introducing 
into  his  mind,  by  a  new  inlet,  an  idea  he  has  been  already 
well  acquainted  with.  Since  therefore  he  is  supposed  to 
have  known  by  his  touch  that  a  cube  is  a  body  terminated 
by  square  surfaces ;  and  that  a  sphere  is  not  terminated  by 

1  In  the  first  two  editions  here  followed  :  "  1  acknowledge  myself  to 
be  of  the  latter  sort." 
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square  surfaces — upon  the  supposition  that  a  visible  and 
tangible  square  differ  only  in  tmmero,  it  follows  that  he  might 
know,  by  the  unerring  mark  of  the  square  surfaces,  which 
was  the  cube,  and  which  not,  while  he  only  saw  them.  We 
must  therefore  allow,  either  that  visible  extension  and  figures 
are  specially  distinct  from  tangible  extension  and  figures,  or 
else,  that  the  solution  of  this  problem,  given  by  those  two 
thoughtful  and  ingenious  men,  is  wrong. 

134.  Much  more  might  be  laid  together  in  proof  of  the 
proposition  I  have  advanced.  But,  what  has  been  said  is,  if 
I  mistake  not,  sufficient  to  convince  any  one  that  shall  yield 
a  reasonable  attention.  And,  as  for  those  that  will  not  be 
at  the  pains  of  a  little  thought,  no  multiplication  of  words 
will  ever  suffice  to  make  them  understand  the  truth,  or 
rightly  conceive  my  meaning. 

135.  I  cannot  let  go  the  above-mentioned  problem  without 
some  reflexion  on  it.  It  hath  been  made  evident  that  a 
man  blind  from  his  birth  would  not,  at  first  sight,  denominate 
anything  he  saw,  by  the  names  he  had  been  used  to  appro- 
priate to  ideas  of  touch.  (Vide  sect.  106.)  Cube,  sphere, 
table  are  words  he  has  known  applied  to  things  perceivable 
by  touch,  but  to  things  perfectly  intangible  he  never  knew 
them  applied.  Those  words,  in  their  wonted  application, 
always  marked  out  to  his  mind  bodies  or  solid  things  which 
were  perceived  by  the  resistance  they  gave.  But  there  is  no 
solidity,  no  resistance  or  protrusion,  perceived  by  sight.  In 
short,  the  ideas  of  sight  are  all  new  perceptions,  to  which 
there  be  no  names  annexed  in  his  mind ;  he  cannot  there- 
fore understand  what  is  said  to  him  concerning  them.  And, 
to  ask  of  the  two  bodies  he  saw  placed  on  the  table,  which 
was  the  sphere,  which  the  cube,  were  to  him  a  question 
downright  bantering  and  unintelligible ;  nothing  he  sees 
being  able  to  suggest  to  his  thoughts  the  idea  of  body, 
distance,  or,  in  general,  of  anything  he  had  already  known. 

136.  It  is  a  mistake  to  think  the  same  thing  affects  both 
sight  and  touch.  If  the  same  angle  or  square  which  is  the 
object  of  touch  be  also  the  object  of  vision,  what  should 
hinder  the  blind  man,  at  first  sight,  from  knowing  it  ?  For, 
though  the  manner  wherein  it  affects  the  sight  be  different 
from  that  wherein  it  affected  his  touch,  yet,  there  being, 
beside  this  manner  or  circumstance,  which  is  new  and  un- 
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known,  the  angle  or  figure,  which  is  old  and  known,  he 
cannot  choose  but  discern  it. 

137.  Visible  figure  and  extension  having  been  de- 
monstrated to  be  of  a  nature  entirely  different  and  hetero- 
geneous from  tangible  figure  and  extension,  it  remains  that 
we  inquire  concerning  motion.  Now,  that  visible  motion  is 
not  of  the  same  sort  with  tangible  motion  seems  to  need  no 
further  proof;  it  being  an  evident  corollary  from  what  we 
have  shewn  concerning  the  difference  there  is  betwixt  visible 
and  tangible  extension.  But,  for  a  more  full  and  express 
proof  hereof,  we  need  only  observe  that  one  who  had  not 
yet  experienced  vision  would  not  at  first  sight  know  motion. 
Whence  it  clearly  follows  that  motion  perceivable  by  sight  is 
of  a  sort  distinct  from  motion  perceivable  by  touch.  The 
antecedent  I  prove  thus — By  touch  he  could  not  perceive 
any  motion  but  what  was  up  or  down,  to  the  right  or  left, 
nearer  or  farther  from  him  ;  besides  these,  and  their  several 
varieties  or  complications,  it  is  impossible  he  should  have 
any  idea  of  motion.  He  would  not  therefore  think  any- 
thing to  be  motion,  or  give  the  name  motion  to  any  idea, 
which  he  could  not  range  under  some  or  other  of  those 
particular  kinds  thereof.  But,  from  sect.  95,  it  is  plain  that, 
by  the  mere  act  of  vision,  he  could  not  know  motion  up- 
wards or  downwards,  to  the  right  or  left,  or  in  any  other 
possible  direction.  From  which  I  conclude,  he  would  not 
know  motion  at  all  at  first  sight.  As  for  the  idea  of  motion 
in  abstract,  I  shall  not  waste  paper  about  it,  but  leave  it  to 
my  reader  to  make  the  best  he  can  of  it.  To  me  it  is 
perfectly  unintelligible. 

138.  The  consideration  of  motion  may  furnish  a  new  field 
for  inquiry.  But,  since  the  manner  wherein  the  mind  ap- 
prehends by  sight  the  motion  of  tangible  objects,  with  the 
various  degrees  thereof,  may  be  easily  collected  from  what 
has  been  said  concerning  the  manner  wherein  that  sense 
doth  suggest  their  various  distances,  magnitudes,  and  situa- 
tions, I  shall  not  enlarge  any  farther  on  this  subject,  but 
proceed  to  inquire  what  may  be  alleged,  with  greatest 
appearance  of  reason,  against  the  proposition  we  have 
demonstrated  to  be  true ;  for,  where  there  is  so  much 
prejudice  to  be  encountered,  a  bare  and  naked  demonstra- 
tion of  the  truth  will  scarce  suffice.     We  must  also  satisfy 
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the  scruples  that  men  may  start  in  favour  of  their  precon- 
ceived notions,  shew  whence  the  mistake  arises,  how  it  came 
to  spread,  and  carefully  disclose  and  root  out  those  false 
persuasions  that  an  early  prejudice  might  have  implanted  in 
the  mind. 

139.  First,  therefore,  it  will  be  demanded  how  visible  ex- 
tension and  figures  come  to  be  called  by  the  same  name 
with  tangible  extension  and  figures,  if  they  are  not  of  the 
same  kind  with  them  ?  It  must  be  something  more  than 
humour  or  accident  that  could  occasion  a  custom  so  constant 
and  universal  as  this,  which  has  obtained  in  all  ages  and 
nations  of  the  world,  and  amongst  all  ranks  of  men,  the 
learned  as  well  as  the  illiterate. 

140.  To  which  I  answer,  we  can  no  more  argue  a  visible 
and  tangible  square  to  be  of  the  same  species,  from  their 
being  called  by  the  same  name,  than  we  can  that  a  tangible 
square,  and  the  monosyllable  consisting  of  six  letters  where- 
by it  is  marked,  are  of  the  same  species,  because  they  are 
both  called  by  the  same  name.  It  is  customary  to  call 
written  words,  and  the  things  they  signify,  by  the  same  name  : 
for,  words  not  being  regarded  in  their  own  nature,  or  other- 
wise than  as  they  are  marks  of  things,  it  had  been  super- 
fluous, and  beside  the  design  of  language,  to  have  given 
them  names  distinct  from  those  of  the  things  marked  by 
them.  The  same  reason  holds  here  also.  Visible  figures 
are  the  marks  of  tangible  figures ;  and,  from  sect.  59,  it  is 
plain  that  in  themselves  they  are  little  regarded,  or  upon 
any  other  score  than  for  their  connexion  with  tangible 
figures,  which  by  nature  they  are  ordained  to  signify.  And, 
because  this  language  of  nature  does  not  vary  in  different  ages 
or  nations,  hence  it  is  that  in  all  times  and  places  visible 
figures  are  called  by  the  same  names  as  the  respective 
tangible  figures  suggested  by  them  ;  and  not  because  they 
are  alike,  or  of  the  same  sort  with  them. 

141.  But,  say  you,  surely  a  tangible  square  is  liker  to  a 
visible  square  than  to  a  visible  circle  :  it  has  four  angles, 
and  as  many  sides ;  so  also  has  the  visible  square — but  the 
visible  circle  has  no  such  thing,  being  bounded  by  one 
uniform  curve,  without  right  lines  or  angles,  which  makes  it 
unfit  to  represent  the  tangible  square,  but  very  fit  to  represent 
the  tangible  circle.     Whence  it  clearly  follows,  that  visible 
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figures  are  patterns  of,  or  of  the  same  species  with,  the  re- 
spective tangible  figures  represented  by  them  ;  that  they  are 
like  unto  them,  and  of  their  own  nature  fitted  to  represent 
them,  as  being  of  the  same  sort ;  and  that  they  are  in  no 
respect  arbitrary  signs,  as  words. 

142.  I  answer,  it  must  be  acknowledged  the  visible 
square  is  fitter  than  the  visible  circle  to  represent  the 
tangible  square,  but  then  it  is  not  because  it  is  liker,  or  more 
of  a  species  with  it ;  but,  because  the  visible  square  contains 
in  it  several  distinct  parts,  whereby  to  mark  the  several 
distinct  corresponding  parts  of  a  tangible  square,  whereas 
the  visible  circle  doth  not.  The  square  perceived  by  touch 
hath  four  distinct  equal  sides,  so  also  hath  it  four  distinct 
equal  angles.  It  is  therefore  necessary  that  the  visible 
figure  which  shall  be  most  proper  to  mark  it  contain  four 
distinct  equal  parts,  corresponding  to  the  four  sides  of  the 
tangible  square ;  as  likewise  four  other  distinct  and  equal 
parts,  whereby  to  denote  the  four  equal  angles  of  the  tangible 
square.  And  accordingly  we  see  the  visible  figures  contain 
in  them  distinct  visible  parts,  answering  to  the  distinct 
tangible  parts  of  the  figures  signified  or  suggested  by  them. 

143.  But,  it  will  not  hence  follow  that  any  visible  figure  is 
like  unto  or  of  the  same  species  with  its  corresponding 
tangible  figure,  unless  it  be  also  shewn  that  not  only  the 
number,  but  also  the  kind  of  the  parts  be  the  same  in  both. 
To  illustrate  this,  I  observe  that  visible  figures  represent 
tangible  figures  much  after  the  same  manner  that  written 
words  do  sounds.  Now,  in  this  respect,  words  are  not  arbi- 
trary ;  it  not  being  indifferent  what  written  word  stands  for  any 
sound.  But,  it  is  requisite  that  each  word  contain  in  it  as 
many  distinct  characters  as  there  are  variations  in  the  sound 
it  stands  for.  Thus,  the  single  letter  a  is  proper  to  mark  one 
simple  uniform  sound ;  and  the  word  adultery  is  accommo- 
dated to  represent  the  sound  annexed  to  it,  in  the  formation 
whereof  there  being  eight  different  collisions  or  modifications 
of  the  air  by  the  organs  of  speech,  each  of  which  produces 
a  difference  of  sound,  it  was  fit  the  word  representing  it 
should  consist  of  as  many  distinct  characters,  thereby  to 
mark  each  particular  difference  or  part  of  the  whole  sound. 
And  yet  nobody,  I  presume,  will  say  the  single  letter  a,  or 
the  word  adultery,  are  alike  unto  or  of  the  same  species  with 
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the  respective  sounds  by  them  represented.  It  is  indeed 
arbitrary  that,  in  general,  letters  of  any  language  represent 
sounds  at  all ;  but,  when  that  is  once  agreed,  it  is  not  arbitrary 
what  combination  of  letters  shall  represent  this  or  that  par- 
ticular sound.  I  leave  this  with  the  reader  to  pursue,  and 
apply  it  in  his  own  thoughts. 

144.  It  must  be  confessed  that  we  are  not  so  apt  to  con- 
found other  signs  with  the  things  signified,  or  to  think  them 
of  the  same  species,  as  we  are  visible  and  tangible  ideas. 
But,  a  litde  consideration  will  shew  us  how  this  may  well  be, 
without  our  supposing  them  of  a  like  nature.  These  signs 
are  constant  and  universal ;  their  connexion  with-  tangible 
ideas  has  been  learnt  at  our  first  entrance  into  the  world ; 
and  ever  since,  almost  every  moment  of  our  lives,  it  has 
been  occurring  to  our  thoughts,  and  fastening  and  striking 
deeper  on  our  minds.  When  we  observe  that  signs  are 
variable,  and  of  human  institution ;  when  we  remember  there 
was  a  time  they  were  not  connected  in  our  minds  with  those 
things  they  now  so  readily  suggest,  but  that  their  signification 
was  learned  by  the  slow  steps  of  experience  :  this  preserves 
us  from  confounding  them.  But,  when  we  find  the  same 
signs  suggest  the  same  things  all  over  the  world ;  when  we 
know  they  are  not  of  human  institution,  and  cannot  re- 
member that  we  ever  learned  their  signification,  but  think 
that  at  first  sight  they  would  have  suggested  to  us  the  same 
things  they  do  now :  all  this  persuades  us  they  are  of  the  same 
species  as  the  things  respectively  represented  by  them,  and 
that  it  is  by  a  natural  resemblance  they  suggest  them  to  our 
minds. 

145.  Add  to  this  that  whenever  we  make  a  nice  survey  of 
any  object,  successively  directing  the  optic  axis  to  each  point 
thereof,  there  are  certain  lines  and  figures,  described  by  the 
motion  of  the  head  or  eye,  which,  being  in  truth  perceived  by 
feeling,  do  nevertheless  so  mix  themselves,  as  it  were,  with  the 
ideas  of  sight  that  we  can  scarce  think  but  they  appertain  to 
that  sense.  Again,  the  ideas  of  sight  enter  into  the  mind 
several  at  once,  more  distinct  and  unmingled  than  is  usual  in 
the  other  senses  beside  the  touch.  Sounds,  for  example,  per- 
ceived at  the  same  instant,  are  apt  to  coalesce,  if  I  may  so 
say,  into  one  sound :  but  we  can  perceive,  at  the  same  time, 
great  variety  of  visible  objects,  very  separate  and  distinct 
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from  each  other.  Now,  tangible  extension  being  made  up 
of  several  distinct  coexistent  parts,  we  may  hence  gather 
another  reason  that  may  dispose  us  to  imagine  a  likeness  or 
analogy  between  the  immediate  objects  of  sight  and  touch. 
But  nothing,  certainly,  doth  more  contribute  to  blend  and 
confound  them  together,  than  the  strict  and  close  connexion 
they  have  with  each  other.  We  cannot  open  our  eyes  but 
the  ideas  of  distance,  bodies,  and  tangible  figures  are 
suggested  by  them.  So  swift,  and  sudden,  and  unperceived 
is  the  transit  from  visible  to  tangible  ideas  that  we  can  scarce 
forbear  thinking  them  equally  the  immediate  object  of  vision. 

146.  The  prejudice  which  is  grounded  on  these,  and  what- 
ever other  causes  may  be  assigned  thereof,  sticks  so  fast  on 
our  understandings,  that  it  is  impossible,  without  obstinate 
striving  and  labour  of  the  mind,  to  get  entirely  clear  of  it. 
But  then  the  reluctancy  we  find  in  rejecting  any  opinion  can 
be  no  argument  of  its  truth,  to  whoever  considers  what  has 
been  already  shewn  with  regard  to  the  prejudices  we  enter- 
tain concerning  the  distance,  magnitude,  and  situation  of 
objects ;  prejudices  so  familiar  to  our  minds,  so  confirmed 
and  inveterate,  as  they  will  hardly  give  way  to  the  clearest 
demonstration. 

147.  Upon  the  whole,  I  think  we  may  fairly  conclude  that 
the  proper  objects  of  vision  constitute  the  universal  language 
of  nature,  whereby  we  are  instructed  how  to  regulate  our 
actions,  in  order  to  attain  those  things  that  are  necessary  to 
the  preservation  and  well-being  of  our  bodies,  as  also  to 
avoid  whatever  may  be  hurtful  and  destructive  of  them.  It 
is  by  their  information  that  we  are  principally  guided  in  all 
the  transactions  and  concerns  of  life.  And  the  manner 
wherein  they  signify  and  mark  out  unto  us  the  objects  which 
are  at  a  distance  is  the  same  with  that  of  languages  and  signs 
of  human  appointment;  which  do  not  suggest  the  things 
signified  by  any  likeness  or  identity  of  nature,  but  only  by 
an  habitual  connexion  that  experience  has  made  us  to 
observe  between  them. 

148.  Suppose  one  who  had  always  continued  blind  be  told 
by  his  guide  that  after  he  has  advanced  so  many  steps  he 
shall  come  to  the  brink  of  a  precipice,  or  be  stopped  by  a 
wall;  must  not  this  to  him  seem  very  admirable  and  sur- 
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prising  ?  He  cannot  conceive  how  it  is  possible  for  mortals 
to  frame  such  predictions  as  these,  which  to  him  would  seem 
as  strange  and  unaccountable  as  prophecy  does  to  others. 
Even  they  who  are  blessed  with  the  visive  faculty  may  (though 
familiarity  make  it  less  observed)  find  therein  sufficient  cause 
of  admiration.  The  wonderful  art  and  contrivance  where- 
with it  is  adjusted  to  those  ends  and  purposes  for  which  it 
was  apparently  designed ;  the  vast  extent,  number,  and 
variety  of  objects  that  are  at  once,  with  so  much  ease,  and 
quickness,  and  pleasure,  suggested  by  it — all  these  afford 
subject  for  much  and  pleasing  speculation,  and  may,  if  any- 
thing, give  us  some  glimmering  analogous  praenotion  of 
things,  that  are  placed  beyond  the  certain  discovery  and 
comprehension  of  our  present  state. 

149.  I  do  not  design  to  trouble  myself  much  with  drawing 
corollaries  from  the  doctrine  I  have  hitherto  laid  down.  If 
it  bears  the  test,  others  may,  so  far  as  they  shall  think  con- 
venient, employ  their  thoughts  in  extending  it  farther,  and 
applying  it  to  whatever  purposes  it  may  be  subservient  to. 
Only,  I  cannot  forbear  making  some  inquiry  concerning  the 
object  of  geometry,  which  the  subject  we  have  been  upon 
does  naturally  lead  one  to.  We  have  shewn  there  is  no  such 
idea  as  that  of  extension  in  abstract ;  and  that  there  are  two 
kinds  of  sensible  extension  and  figures,  which  are  entirely 
distinct  and  heterogeneous  from  each  other.  Now,  it  is 
natural  to  inquire  which  of  these  is  the  object  of  geometry. 

150.  Some  things  there  are  which,  at  first  sight,  incline 
one  to  think  geometry  conversant  about  visible  extension. 
The  constant  use  of  the  eyes,  both  in  the  practical  and 
speculative  parts  of  that  science,  doth  very  much  induce  us 
thereto.  It  would,  without  doubt,  seem  odd  to  a  mathe- 
matician to  go  about  to  convince  him  the  diagrams  he  saw 
upon  paper  were  not  the  figures,  or  even  the  likeness  of  the 
figures,  which  make  the  subject  of  the  demonstration — the 
contrary  being  held  an  unquestionable  truth,  not  only  by 
mathematicians,  but  also  by  those  who  apply  themselves  more 
particularly  to  the  study  of  logic ;  I  mean  who  consider  the 
nature  of  science,  certainty,  and  demonstration  ;  it  being  by 
them  assigned  as  one  reason  of  the  extraordinary  clearness 
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and  evidence  of  geometry,  that  in  that  science  the  reasonings 
are  free  from  those  inconveniences  which  attend  the  use  of 
arbitrary  signs,  the  very  ideas  themselves  being  copied  out, 
and  exposed  to  view  upon  paper.  But,  by  the  bye,  how  well 
this  agrees  with  what  they  likewise  assert  of  abstract  ideas 
being  the  object  of  geometrical  demonstration  I  leave  to  be 
considered. 

151.  To  come  to  a  resolution  in  this  point,  we  need  only 
observe  what  has  been  said  in  sect.  59,  60,  61,  where  it  is 
shewn  that  visible  extensions  in  themselves  are  little  regarded, 
and  have  no  settled  determinate  greatness,  and  that  men 
measure  altogether  by  the  application  of  tangible  extension 
to  tangible  extension.  All  which  makes  it  evident  that  visible 
extension  and  figures  are  not  the  object  of  geometry. 

152.  It  is  therefore  plain  that  visible  figures  are  of  the 
same  use  in  geometry  that  words  are.  And  the  one  may  as 
well  be  accounted  the  object  of  that  science  as  the  other; 
neither  of  them  being  any  otherwise  concerned  therein  than 
as  they  represent  or  suggest  to  the  mind  the  particular 
tangible  figures  connected  with  them.  There  is,  indeed, 
this  difference  betwixt  the  signification  of  tangible  figures  by 
visible  figures,  and  of  ideas  by  words :  that  whereas  the 
latter  is  variable  and  uncertain,  depending  altogether  on  the 
arbitrary  appointment  of  men,  the  former  is  fixed,  and  im- 
mutably the  same  in  all  times  and  places.  A  visible  square, 
for  instance,  suggests  to  the  mind  the  same  tangible  figure 
in  Europe  that  it  doth  in  America.  Hence  it  is,  that  the 
voice  of  nature,  which  speaks  to  our  eyes,  is  not  liable  to  that 
misinterpretation  and  ambiguity  that  languages  of  human 
contrivance  are  unavoidably  subject  to.  From  which  may, 
in  some  measure,  be  derived  that  peculiar  evidence  and 
clearness  of  geometrical  demonstrations. 

153.  Though  what  has  been  said  may  suffice  to  shew  what 
ought  to  be  determined  with  relation  to  the  object  of  geometry, 
1  shall,  nevertheless,  for  the  fuller  illustration  thereof,  take 
into  my  thoughts  the  case  of  an  intelligence  or  unbodied 
spirit,  which  is  supposed  to  see  perfectly  well,  i.e.  to  have  a 
clear  perception  of  the  proper  and  immediate  objects  of  sight, 
but  to  have  no  sense  of  touch.  Whether  there  be  any  such 
being  in  nature  or  no,  is  beside  my  purpose  to  inquire ;  it 
suffices,  that  the  supposition  contains  no  contradiction  in  it. 
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Let  us  now  examine  what  proficiency  such  a  one  may  be  able 
to  make  in  geometry.  Which  speculation  will  lead  us  more 
clearly  to  see  whether  the  ideas  of  sight  can  possibly  be  the 
object  of  that  science. 

154.  First,  then,  it  is  certain  the  aforesaid  intelligence 
could  have  no  idea  of  a  solid  or  quantity  of  three  dimensions, 
which  follows  from  its  not  having  any  idea  of  distance.  We, 
indeed,  are  prone  to  think  that  we  have  by  sight  the  ideas  of 
space  and  solids ;  which  arises  from  our  imagining  that  we 
do,  strictly  speaking,  see  distance,  and  some  parts  of  an 
object  at  a  greater  distance  than  others ;  which  has  been 
demonstrated  to  be  the  effect  of  the  experience  we  have  had 
what  ideas  of  touch  are  connected  with  such  and  such  ideas 
attending  vision.  But  the  intelligence  here  spoken  of  is 
supposed  to  have  no  experience  of  touch.  He  would  not, 
therefore,  judge  as  we  do,  nor  have  any  idea  of  distance,  out- 
ness, or  profundity,  nor  consequently  of  space  or  body,  either 
immediately  or  by  suggestion.  Whence  it  is  plain  he  can 
have  no  notion  of  those  parts  of  geometry  which  relate  to 
the  mensuration  of  solids,  and  their  convex  or  concave  sur- 
faces, and  contemplate  the  properties  of  lines  generated  by 
the  section  of  a  solid.  The  conceiving  of  any  part  whereof 
is  beyond  the  reach  of  his  faculties. 

155.  Farther,  he  cannot  comprehend  the  manner  wherein 
geometers  describe  a  right  line  or  circle;  the  rule  and  compass, 
with  their  use,  being  things  of  which  it  is  impossible  he 
should  have  any  notion.  Nor  is  it  an  easier  matter  for  him 
to  conceive  the  placing  of  one  plane  or  angle  on  another,  in 
order  to  prove  their  equality ;  since  that  supposes  some  idea 
of  distance,  or  external  space.  All  which  makes  it  evident 
our  pure  intelligence  could  never  attain  to  know  so  much  as 
the  first  elements  of  plane  geometry.  And  perhaps,  upon  a 
nice  inquiry,  it  will  be  found  he  cannot  even  have  an  idea 
of  plane  figures  any  more  than  he  can  of  solids ;  since  some 
idea  of  distance  is  necessary  to  form  the  idea  of  a  geometrical 
plane,  as  will  appear  to  whoever  shall  reflect  a  little  on  it. 

156.  All  that  is  properly  perceived  by  the  visive  faculty 
amounts  to  no  more  than  colours  with  their  variations,  and 
different  proportions  of  light  and  shade ;  but  the  perpetual 
mutability  and  fleetingness  of  those  immediate  objects  of 
sight  render  them  incapable  of  being  managed  after  the 

I.  L 
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manner  of  geometrical  figures  ;  nor  is  it  in  any  degree  useful 
that  they  should.  It  is  true  there  be  divers  of  them  per- 
ceived at  once  ;  and  more  of  some,  and  less  of  others  :  but 
accurately  to  compute  their  magnitude,  and  assign  precise 
determinate  proportions  between  things  so  variable  and  in- 
constant, if  we  suppose  it  possible  to  be  done,  must  yet  be 
a  very  trifling  and  insignificant  labour. 

157.  I  must  confess,  it  seems  to  be  the  opinion  of  some 
very  ingenious  men  that  flat  or  plane  figures  are  immediate 
objects  of  sight,  though  they  acknowledge  solids  are  not. 
And  this  opinion  of  theirs  is  grounded  on  what  is  observed 
in  painting,  wherein  (say  they)  the  ideas  immediately  im- 
printed in  the  mind  are  only  of  planes  variously  coloured, 
which,  by  a  sudden  act  of  the  judgment,  are  changed 
into  solids :  but,  with  a  little  attention,  we  shall  find 
the  planes  here  mentioned  as  the  immediate  objects  of 
sight  are  not  visible  but  tangible  planes.  For,  when  we  say 
that  pictures  are  planes,  we  mean  thereby  that  they  appear 
to  the  touch  smooth  and  uniform.  But  then  this  smooth- 
ness and  uniformity,  or,  in  other  words,  this  planeness  of  the 
picture  is  not  perceived  immediately  by  vision ;  for  it  ap- 
peareth  to  the  eye  various  and  multiform. 

158  From  all  which  we  may  conclude  that  planes  are  no 
more  the  immediate  object  of  sight  than  solids.  What  we 
strictly  see  are  not  solids,  nor  yet  planes  variously  coloured ; 
they  are  only  diversity  of  colours.  And  some  of  hese 
suggest  to  the  mind  solids,  and  others  plane  figures ;  just  as 
they  have  been  experienced  to  be  connected  with  the  one  or 
the  other  :  so  that  we  see  planes  in  the  same  way  that  we  see 
solids  ;  both  being  equally  suggested  by  the  immediate 
objects  of  sight,  which  accordingly  are  themselves  deno- 
minated planes  and  solids.  But,  though  they  are  called  by 
the  same  names  with  the  things  marked  by  them,  they  are, 
nevertheless,  of  a  nature  entirely  different,  as  hath  been 
demonstrated. 

159.  What  has  been  said  is,  if  I  mistake  not,  sufficient  to 
decide  the  question  we  proposed  to  examine,  concerning  the 
ability  of  a  pure  spirit,  such  as  we  have  described,  to  know 
geometry.  It  is,  indeed,  no  easy  matter  for  us  to  enter  pre- 
cisely into  the  thoughts  of  such  an  intelligence  ;  because  we 
cannot,  without  great  pains,  cleverly  separate  and  disentangle 
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in  our  thoughts  the  proper  objects  of  sight  from  those  of 
touch  which  are  connected  with  them.  This,  indeed,  in  a 
complete  degree  seems  scarce  possible  to  be  performed; 
which  will  not  seem  strange  to  us,  if  we  consider  how  hard 
it  is  for  anyone  to  hear  the  words  of  his  native  language, 
which  is  familiar  to  him,  pronounced  in  his  ears  without 
understanding  them.  Though  he  endeavour  to  disunite  the 
meaning  from  the  sound,  it  will  nevertheless  intrude  into  his 
thoughts,  and  he  shall  find  it  extreme  difficult,  if  not  im- 
possible, to  put  himself  exactly  in  the  posture  of  a  foreigner 
that  never  learnt  the  language,  so  as  to  be  affected  barely 
with  the  sounds  themselves,  and  not  perceive  the  significa- 
tion annexed  to  them.  By  this  time,  I  suppose,  it  is  clear 
that  neither  abstract  nor  visible  extension  makes  the  object 
of  geometry ;  the  not  discerning  of  which  may,  perhaps, 
have  created  some  difficulty  and  useless  labour  in  mathe- 
matics.1 

1  In  the  two  editions  previous  to  the  last,  the  concluding  sentence 
beginning  "By  this  time"  formed  the  first  sentence  of  a  section  160, 
which  continued  thus  :  "  Sure  I  am  that  somewhat  relating  thereto  has 
occurred  to  my  thoughts,  which,  though  after  the  most  anxious  and  re- 
peated examination  I  am  forced  to  think  it  true,  doth,  nevertheless, 
seem  so  far  out  of  the  common  road  of  geometry,  that  I  know  not  whether 
it  may  not  be  thought  presumption  if  I  should  make  it  public  in  an  age 
wherein  that  science  hath  received  such  mighty  improvements  by  new 
methods ;  great  part  whereof,  as  well  as  of  the  ancient  discoveries,  may 
perhaps  lose  their  reputation,  and  much  of  that  ardour  with  which  men 
study  the  abstruse  and  fine  geometry  be  abated,  if  what  to  me,  and  those 
few  to  whom  I  have  imparted  it,  seems  evidently  true,  should  really 
prove  to  be  so. 


AN   APPENDIX.1 


THE  censures  which,  I  am  informed,  have  been  made 
on  the  foregoing  Essay  inclined  me  to  think  I  had 
not  been  clear  and  express  enough  in  some  points ;  and,  to 
prevent  being  misunderstood  for  the  future,  I  was  willing  to 
make  any  necessary  alterations  or  additions  in  what  I  had 
written.  But  that  was  impracticable,  the  present  edition 
having  been  almost  finished  before  I  received  this  informa- 
tion. Wherefore,  I  think  it  proper  to  consider  in  this  place 
the  principal  objections  that  are  come  to  my  notice. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  objected,  that  in  the  beginning  of 
the  Essay  I  argue  either  against  all  use  of  lines  and  angles 
in  optics,  and  then  what  I  say  is  false ;  or  against  those 
writers  only  who  will  have  it  that  we  can  perceive  by  sense 
the  optic  axes,  angles,  &c,  and  then  it  is  insignificant,  this 
being  an  absurdity  which  no  one  ever  held.  To  which  I 
answer  that  I  argue  only  against  those  who  are  of  opinion 
that  we  perceive  the  distance  of  objects  by  lines  and  angles, 
or,  as  they  term  it,  by  a  kind  of  innate  geometry.  And,  to 
show  that  this  is  not  fighting  with  my 
own  shadow,  I  shall  here  set  down  a 
passage  from  the  celebrated  Des- 
cartes : — 

"Distantiam  pr?eterea  discimus,  per 
mutuam  quandam  conspirationem 
oculorum.  Ut  enim  caucus  noster  duo 
bacilla  tenens,  A  E  et  CE,  de  quorum 
longitudine  incertus,  solumque  inter- 
vallum  manuum  A  et  C}  cum  magni- 
tudine  angulorum  A  C  E,  et  C  A  E 

1  This  Appendix,  first  added  to  the  second  edition,  was  omitted  from 
the  third  or  last  (1732). 
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exploratum  habens,  inde,  ut  ex  Geometria  quadam  omnibus 

innata,  scire  potest  ubi  sit  punctum  E.     Sic  quum  nostri 

oculi  R  S  T  etrs  t  ambo, 

vertuntur    ad  X,    magni- 

tudo  lineae  S  s,  et  angul- 

orum  X  S  s  et  X  s  S, 

certos    nos    reddunt   ubi 

sit  punctum  X.     Et  idem 

operaalterutrius  possumus 

indagare,  loco  ilium  mov- 

endo,  ut  si  versus  X  ilium 

semper  dirigentes,  primo 

sistamus  in  puncto  S,  et 

statim  post  in  puncto  s, 

hoc  sufficiet  ut  magnitudo 

lineae  S  s,  et  duorum  angulorum  X  S  s  et  X  s  S  nostras 

imaginationi  simul  occurrant,  et  distantiam  puncti  X  nos 

edoceant :  idque  per  actionem  mentis,   quae  licet  simplex 

judicium  esse  videatur,  ratiocinationem  tamen  quandam  in- 

volutam  habet,  similem  illi,  qua  Geometry  per  duas  stationes 

diversas,  loca  inaccessa  dimetiuntur." 

I  might  amass  together  citations  from  several  authors  to 
the  same  purpose,  but,  this  being  so  clear  in  the  point,  and 
from  an  author  of  so  great  note,  I  shall  not  trouble  the 
reader  with  any  more.  What  I  have  said  on  this  head  was 
not  for  the  sake  of  finding  fault  with  other  men ;  but,  because 
I  judged  it  necessary  to  demonstrate  in  the  first  place  that 
we  neither  see  distance  immediately,  nor  yet  perceive  it  by 
the  mediation  of  anything  that  hath  (as  lines  and  angles)  a 
necessary  connexion  with  it.  For  on  the  demonstration  of 
this  point  the  whole  theory  depends. 

Secondly,  it  is  objected,  that  the  explication  I  give  of  the 
appearance  of  the  horizontal  moon  (which  may  also  be 
applied  to  the  sun)  is  the  same  that  Gassendus  had  given 
before.  I  answer,  there  is,  indeed,  mention  made  of  the 
grossness  of  the  atmosphere  in  both,  but  then  the  methods 
wherein  it  is  applied  to  solve  the  phenomenon  are  widely 
different,-  as  will  be  evident  to  whoever  shall  compare  what 
I  have  said  on  this  subject  with  the  following  words  of 
Gassendus  : — 
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"  Heine  dici  posse  videtur :  solem  humilem  oculo  spec- 
tatum  ideo  apparere  majorem,  quam  dum  altius  egreditur, 
quia  dum  vicinus  est  horizonti  prolixa  est  series  vaporum, 
atque  adeo  corpusculorum  quae  solis  radios  ita  retundunt,  ut 
oculus  minus  conniveat,  et  pupilla  quasi  umbrefaeta  longe 
magis  amplificetur,  quam  dum  sole  multum  elato  rari  vapores 
intercipiuntur,  solque  ipse  ita  splendescit,  ut  pupilla  in  ipsum 
spectans  contractissima  efficiatur.  Nempe  ex  hoc  esse  videtur, 
cur  visibilis  species  ex  sole  procedens,  et  per  pupillam  am- 
plificatani  intromissa  in  retinam,  ampliorem  in  ilia  sedem 
occupet,  majoremque  proinde  creet  solis  apparentiam,  quam 
dum  per  contractam  pupillam  eodem  intromissa  contendit." 
Vide  Epist.  i.  "De  Apparente  Magnitudine  Solis  Humilis  et 
Sublimis,"  p.  6.  This  solution  of  Gassendus  proceeds  on  a 
false  principle,  to  wit,  that  the  pupil's  being  enlarged  augments 
the  species  or  image  on  the  fund  of  the  eye. 

Thirdly,  against  what  is  said  in  Sect.  80,  it  is  objected, 
that  the  same  thing  which  is  so  small  as  scarce  to  be  dis- 
cerned by  a  man,  may  appear  like  a  mountain  to  some 
small  insect;  from  which  it  follows  that  the  minimum  visibile 
is  not  equal  in  respect  of  all  creatures.  I  answer,  if  this 
objection  be  sounded  to  the  bottom,  it  will  be  found  to 
mean  no  more  than  that  the  same  particle  of  matter  which 
is  marked  to  a  man  by  one  minimum  visibile,  exhibits  to  an 
insect  a  great  number  of  minima  visibilia.  But  this  does 
not  prove  that  one  minimum  visibile  of  the  insect  is  not 
equal  to  one  minimum  visibile  of  the  man.  The  not  dis- 
tinguishing between  the  mediate  and  immediate  objects 
of  sight  is,  I  suspect,  a  cause  of  misapprehension  in  this 
matter. 

Some  other  misinterpretations  and  difficulties  have  been 
made,  but,  in  the  points  they  refer  to,  I  have  endeavoured 
to  be  so  very  plain,  that  I  know  not  how  to  express  myself 
more  clearly.  All  I  shall  add  is  that,  if  they  who  are 
pleased  to  criticise  on  my  Essay  would  but  read  the  whole 
over  with  some  attention,  they  might  be  the  better  able  to 
comprehend  my  meaning,  and  consequently  to  judge  of  my 
mistakes. 

*#*  I  am  informed  that,  soon  after  the  first  edition  of 
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this  treatise,  a  man  somewhere  near  London  was  made  to 
see,  who  had  been  born  blind  and  continued  so  for  about 
twenty  years.  Such  a  one  may  be  supposed  a  proper  judge 
to  decide  how  far  some  tenets  laid  down  in  several  places  of 
the  foregoing  Essay  are  agreeable  to  truth ;  and  if  any  curious 
person  hath  the  opportunity  of  making  proper  interrogatories 
to  him  thereon,  I  should  gladly  see  my  notions  either  amended 
or  confirmed  by  experience. 


A   TREATISE 

CONCERNING 

THE    PRINCIPLES   OF    HUMAN 
KNOWLEDGE. 

WHEREIN    THE    CHIEF   CAUSES    OF    ERROR    AND    DIFFICULTY 
IN    THE    SCIENCES    WITH    THE   GROUNDS    OF    SCEPTIC- 
ISM,  ATHEISM,    AND    IRRELIGION,    ARE 
INQUIRED    INTO. 

First  Printed  in  the  Year  1710. 


[The  "Treatise"  was  published  at  Dublin  in  1710.  The  second  and 
last  edition,  which  appeared  in  the  same  volume  with  the  third  and  last 
edition  of  "  Hylas  and  Philonous  "  in  1734,  was  somewhat  revised  and 
enlarged.  The  text  of  1734  is  used  in  this  edition.  The  Second  Part, 
promised  in  the  preface  to  "  Hylas,"  was  never  completed,  and  the 
manuscript  containing  the  fragment  was  lost  in  Italy,  together  with  the 
materials  collected  for  a  work  on  the  natural  history  of  Sicily.  The 
"Treatise"  is  an  extension  of  the  new  Principles  of  the  preceding 
Essay,  and  the  two  form  the  most  ordered  statement  of  Berkeley's 
philosophy.  It  may  not  be  out  of  place  to  attempt  here  a  brief  indication 
of  his  doctrines  of  Vision  and  Matter.  We  see  an  object  as  we  read  a 
word.  The  vision  immediately  apprehends  only  the  sensible  conforma- 
tion of  the  word,  and  from  this,  and  past  experience,  we  learn  by  a  sort 
of  induction,  its  ultimate  significance.  So  with  an  object.  What  we 
see  is  a  coloured  "elevation"  of  the  object — to  borrow  a  term  from 
Geometry — and  we  unconsciously  translate  this  into  the  object  itself,  by 
what  we  have  previously  learned  from  touch  and  locomotion.  Thus,  in 
the  apparently  simple  operation  of  seeing,  we  are  receiving  sight-im- 
pressions, and  joining  to  these,  remembered  facts  from  our  past  ex- 
perience. 

The  Treatise  on  Knowledge  is  an  extension  of  this  to  all  five  senses. 
These,  as  Professor  Fraser  well  calls  them,  are  the  "  natural  alphabet." 
From  them  are  made  up  sense-impressions,  and  there  must  be  mind  to 
interpret  these.  Now  Locke  and  others  had  divided  the  qualities  of 
bodies  into  two  species,  the  primary  or  essential,  and  the  secondary  or 
relative.  It  was,  they  taught,  the  latter  that  caused  sense  sense-im- 
pressions, while  the  former  constituted  "Absolute  Matter" — unper- 
ceived  and  unperceivable  —the  source  and  cause  of  the  secondary  qualities. 
In  this  abstract  Matter  and  its  assumed  powers,  Berkeley  found  a  subtle 
enemy  to  religion,  and  he  fought  it  as  such,  denouncing  it  in  addition 
as  a  fiction  both  contradictory  and  superfluous.  Matter,  he  teaches,  is 
utterly  impotent :  its  supposed  powers  belong  not  to  it,  but  to  the  per- 
ceiving mind  ;  and  if  there  must  be  a  continued  existence  of  sensible 
things,  there  must  be,  also,  an  Eternal  Mind  or  God,  in  which  they 
must  be  continually  perceived  ;  and  so,  in  a  letter  to  Sir  John  Percival, 
Berkeley  explains  the  Mosaic  story  of  the  Creation  by  saying  that,  "the 
created  things  existed  from  all  eternity  in  the  Divine  Intellect,  and 
then  became  perceptible  (i.e.,  were  created)  in  the  manner  and  order  as 
is  described  in  Genesis."  (Percival  MSS. )  Thus  in  his  philosophical 
teaching  there  is  always  a  religious  purpose  :  for,  considering  Locke's 
"Eternal  Mind,"  a  sufficient  explanation  of  the  reality  of  the  material 
world,  he  sought  to  banish  the  doctrine  of  a  "  pure  unperceivable  sub- 
stance "  both  as  unsound  philosophy  and  as  containing  a  subtle  and 
certain  invitation  to  an  easy  Materialism.] 
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TO  THE  RIGHT  HONOURABLE 
THOMAS,  EARL  OF   PEMBROKE,  &c, 

knight  of  the  most  noble  order  of  the  garter,  and 

one  of  the  lords  of  her  majesty's  most 

honourable  privy  council. 

My  Lord, 

You  will  perhaps  wonder  that  an  obscure  person,  who  has 
not  the  honour  to  be  known  to  your  lordship,  should  presume 
to  address  you  in  this  manner.  But  that  a  man  who  has 
written  something  with  a  design  to  promote  Useful  Know- 
ledge and  Religion  in  the  world  should  make  choice  of  your 
lordship  for  his  patron,  will  not  be  thought  strange  by  any 
one  that  is  not  altogether  unacquainted  with  the  present  state 
of  the  church  and  learning,  and  consequently  ignorant  how 
great  an  ornament  and  support  you  are  to  both.  Yet, 
nothing  could  have  induced  me  to  make  you  this  present  of 
my  poor  endeavours,  were  I  not  encouraged  by  that  candour 
and  native  goodness  which  is  so  bright  a  part  in  your  lord- 
ship's character.  I  might  add,  my  lord,  that  the  extraordinary 
favour  and  bounty  you  have  been  pleased  to  shew  towards 
our  Society  gave  me  hopes  you  would  not  be  unwilling  to 
countenance  the  studies  of  one  of  its  members.  These  con- 
siderations determined  me  to  lay  this  treatise  at  your  lord- 
ship's feet,  and  the  rather  because  I  was  ambitious  to  have  it 
known  that  I  am  with  the  truest  and  most  profound  respect, 
on  account  of  that  learning  and  virtue  which  the  world  so 
justly  admires  in  your  lordship, 

My  Lord, 

Your  lordship's  most  humble 

and  most  devoted  servant, 

GEORGE   BERKELEY.1 


1  This  dedication  does  not  appear  in  the  1734  edition. 


THE    PREFACE. 

WHAT  I  here  make  public  has,  after  a  long  and  scrupu- 
lous inquiry,  seemed  to  me  evidently  true  and  not  un- 
useful  to  be  known — particularly  to  those  who  are  tainted 
with  Scepticism,  or  want  a  demonstration  of  the  existence  and 
immateriality  of  God,  or  the  natural  immortality  of  the  soul. 
Whether  it  be  so  or  no  I  am  content  the  reader  should  im- 
partially examine  ;  since  I  do  not  think  myself  any  farther 
concerned  for  the  success  of  what  I  have  written  than  as  it  is 
agreeable  to  truth.  But,  to  the  end  this  may  not  suffer,  I 
make  it  my  request  that  the  reader  suspend  his  judgment 
till  he  has  once  at  least  read  the  whole  through  with  that 
degree  of  attention  and  thought  which  the  subject-matter 
shall  seem  to  deserve.  For,  as  there  are  some  passages  that, 
taken  by  themselves,  are  very  liable  (nor  could  it  be  remedied) 
to  gross  misinterpretation,  and  to  be  charged  with  most 
absurd  consequences,  which,  nevertheless,  upon  an  entire 
perusal  will  appear  not  to  follow  from  them  ;  so  likewise, 
though  the  whole  should  be  read  over,  yet,  if  this  be  done 
transiently,  it  is  very  probable  my  sense  may  be  mistaken  ; 
but  to  a  thinking  reader,  I  flatter  myself  it  will  be  through- 
out clear  and  obvious.  As  for  the  characters  of  novelty  and 
singularity  which  some  of  the  following  notions  may  seem  to 
bear,  it  is,  I  hope,  needless  to  make  any  apology  on  that 
account.  He  must  surely  be  either  very  weak,  or  very  little 
acquainted  with  the  sciences,  who  shall  reject  a  truth  that  is 
capable  of  demonstration,  for  no  other  reason  but  because  it 
is  newly  known,  and  contrary  to  the  prejudices  of  mankind. 
Thus  much  I  thought  fit  to  premise,  in  order  to  prevent,  if 
possible,  the  hasty  censures  of  a  sort  of  men  who  are  too  apt 
to  condemn  an  opinion  before  they  rightly  comprehend  it.1 

1  This  preface  does  not  appear  in  the  1734  edition. 


INTRODUCTION, 
i. 

PHILOSOPHY  being  nothing  else  but  the  study  of  wisdom 
and  truth,  it  may  with  reason  be  expected  that  those  who 
have  spent  most  time  and  pains  in  it  should  enjoy  a  greater  calm 
and  serenity  of  mind,  a  greater  clearness  and  evidence  of  know- 
ledge, and  be  less  disturbed  with  doubts  and  difficulties  than 
other  men.  Yet  so  it  is,  we  see  the  illiterate  bulk  of  mankind 
that  walk  the  high-road  of  plain  common  sense,  and  are 
governed  by  the  dictates  of  nature,  for  the  most  part  easy  and 
undisturbed.  To  them  nothing  that  is  familiar  appears  un- 
accountable or  difficult  to  comprehend.  They  complain  not 
of  any  want  of  evidence  in  their  senses,  and  are  out  of  all 
danger  of  becoming  Sceptics.  But  no  sooner  do  we  depart 
from  sense  and  instinct  to  follow  the  light  of  a  superior  prin- 
ciple, to  reason,  meditate,  and  reflect  on  the  nature  of  things, 
but  a  thousand  scruples  spring  up  in  our  minds  concerning 
those  things  which  before  we  seemed  fully  to  comprehend. 
Prejudices  and  errors  of  sense  do  from  all  parts  discover 
themselves  to  our  view ;  and,  endeavouring  to  correct  these 
by  reason,  we  a.re  insensibly  drawn  into  uncouth  paradoxes, 
difficulties,  and  inconsistencies,  which  multiply  and  grow 
upon  us  as  we  advance  in  speculation,  till  at  length,  having 
wandered  through  many  intricate  mazes,  we  find  ourselves 
just  where  we  were,  or,  which  is  worse,  sit  down  in  a  forlorn 
Scepticism. 

2.  The  cause  of  this  is  thought  to  be  the  obscurity  of 
things,  or  the  natural  weakness  and  imperfection  of  our  under- 
standings. It  is  said,  the  faculties  we  have  are  few,  and 
those  designed  by  nature  for  the  support  and  comfort  of  life, 
and  not  to  penetrate  into  the  inward  essence  and  constitution 
of  things.  Besides,  the  mind  of  man  being  finite,  when  it 
treats  of  things  which  partake  of  infinity,   it  is  not  to  be 
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wondered  at  if  it  run  into  absurdities  and  contradictions,  out 
of  which  it  is  impossible  it  should  ever  extricate  itself,  it 
being  of  the  nature  of  infinite  not  to  be  comprehended  by 
that  which  is  finite. 

3.  But,  perhaps,  we  may  be  too  partial  to  ourselves  in 
placing  the  fault  originally  in  our  faculties,  and  not  rather  in 
the  wrong  use  we  make  of  them.  It  is  a  hard  thing  to  sup- 
pose that  right  deductions  from  true  principles  should  ever 
end  in  consequences  which  cannot  be  maintained  or  made 
consistent.  We  should  believe  that  God  has  dealt  more 
bountifully  with  the  sons  of  men  than  to  give  them  a  strong 
desire  for  that  knowledge  which  he  had  placed  quite  out  of 
their  reach.  This  were  not  agreeable  to  the  wonted  indul- 
gent methods  of  Providence,  which,  whatever  appetites  it  may 
have  implanted  in  the  creatures,  doth  usually  furnish  them 
with  such  means  as,  if  rightly  made  use  of,  will  not  fail  to 
satisfy  them.  Upon  the  whole,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that 
the  far  greater  part,  if  not  all,  of  those  difficulties  which  have 
hitherto  amused  philosophers,  and  blocked  up  the  way  to 
knowledge,  are  entirely  owing  to  ourselves — that  we  have  first 
raised  a  dust  and  then  complain  we  cannot  see. 

4.  My  purpose  therefore  is,  to  try  if  I  can  discover  what 
those  Principles  are  which  have  introduced  all  that  doubtful- 
ness and  uncertainty,  those  absurdities  and  contradictions, 
into  the  several  sects  of  philosophy  ;  insomuch  that  the  wisest 
men  have  thought  our  ignorance  incurable,  conceiving  it  to 
arise  from  the  natural  dulness  and  limitation  of  our  faculties. 
And  surely  it  is  a  work  well  deserving  our  pains  to  make  a 
strict  inquiry  concerning  the  First  Principles  of  Human 
Knowledge,  to  sift  and  examine  them  on  all  sides,  especially 
since  there  may  be  some  grounds  to  suspect  that  those  lets 
and  difficulties,  which  stay  and  embarrass  the  mind  in  its 
search  after  truth,  do  not  spring  from  any  darkness  and  intri- 
cacy in  the  objects,  or  natural  defect  in  the  understanding,  so 
much  as  from  false  Principles  which  have  been  insisted  on, 
and  might  have  been  avoided. 

5.  How  difficult  and  discouraging  soever  this  attempt 
may  seem,  when  I  consider  how  many  great  and  extra- 
ordinary men  have  gone  before  me  in  the  like  designs,  yet 
I  am  not  without  some  hopes — upon  the  consideration  that 
the  largest  views  are  not  always  the  clearest,  and  that  he  who 
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is  short-sighted  will  be  obliged  to  draw  the  object  nearer, 
and  may,  perhaps,  by  a  close  and  narrow  survey,  discern  that 
which  had  escaped  far  better  eyes. 

6.  In  order  to  prepare  the  mind  of  the  reader  for  the 
easier  conceiving  what  follows,  it  is  proper  to  premise  some- 
what, by  way  of  Introduction,  concerning  the  nature  and 
abuse  of  Language.  But  the  unravelling  this  matter  leads 
me  in  some  measure  to  anticipate  my  design,  by  taking  notice 
of  what  seems  to  have  had  a  chief  part  in  rendering  specula- 
tion intricate  and  perplexed,  and  to  have  occasioned  innumer- 
able errors  and  difficulties  in  almost  all  parts  of  knowledge. 
And  that  is  the  opinion  that  the  mind  hath  a  power  of 
framing  abstract  ideas  or  notions  of  things.  He  who  is  not 
a  perfect  stranger  to  the  writings  and  disputes  of  philosophers 
must  needs  acknowledge  that  no  small  part  of  them  are  spent 
about  abstract  ideas.  These  are  in  a  more  especial  manner 
thought  to  be  the  object  of  those  sciences  which  go  by  the 
name  of  Logic  and  Metaphysics,  and  of  all  that  which  passes 
under  the  notion  of  the  most  abstracted  and  sublime  learning, 
in  all  which  one  shall  scarce  find  any  question  handled  in 
such  a  manner  as  does  not  suppose  their  existence  in  the 
mind,  and  that  it  is  well  acquainted  with  them. 

7.  It  is  agreed  on  all  hands  that  the  qualities  or  modes  of 
things  do  never  really  exist  each  of  them  apart  by  itself,  and 
separated  from  all  others,  but  are  mixed,  as  it  were,  and 
blended  together,  several  in  the  same  object.  But,  we  are 
told,  the  mind  being  able  to  consider  each  quality  singly,  or 
abstracted  from  those  other  qualities  with  which  it  is  united, 
does  by  that  means  frame  to  itself  abstract  ideas.  For 
example,  there  is  perceived  by  sight  an  object  extended,  ^J 
coloured,  and  moved  :  this  mixed  or  compound  idea  the  mind 
resolving  into  its  simple,  constituent  parts,  and  viewing  each 
by  itself,  exclusive  of  the  rest,  does  frame  the  abstract  ideas 
of  extension,  colour,  and  motion.  Not  that  it  is  possible  for 
colour  or  motion  to  exist  without  extension ;  but  only  that 
the  mind  can  frame  to  itself  by  abstraction  the  idea  of  colour 
exclusive  of  extension,  and  of  motion  exclusive  of  both  colour 
and  extension. 

8.  Again,  the  mind  having  observed  that  in  the  particular 
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extensions  perceived  by  sense  there  is  something  common 
and  alike  in  all,  and  some  other  things  peculiar,  as  this  or 
that  figure  or  magnitude,  which  distinguish  them  one  from 
another  ;  it  considers  apart  or  singles  out  by  itself  that  which 
is  common,  making  thereof  a  most  abstract  idea  of  extension, 
which  is  neither  line,  surface,  nor  solid,  nor  has  any  figure  or 
magnitude,  but  is  an  idea  entirely  prescinded  from  all  these. 
So  likewise  the  mind,  by  leaving  out  of  the  particular  colours 
perceived  by  sense  that  which  distinguishes  them  one  from 
another,  and  retaining  that  only  which  is  common  to  all,  makes 
an  idea  of  colour  in  abstract  which  is  neither  red,  nor  blue, 
nor  white,  nor  any  other  determinate  colour.  And,  in  like 
manner,  by  considering  motion  abstractedly  not  only  from 
the  body  moved,  but  likewise  from  the  figure  it  describes,  and 
all  particular  directions  and  velocities,  the  abstract  idea  of 
motion  is  framed ;  which  equally  corresponds  to  all  particular 
motions  whatsoever  that  may  be  perceived  by  sense. 

9.  And  as  the  mind  frames  to  itself  abstract  ideas  of 
qualities  or  modes,  so  does  it,  by  the  same  precision  or  mental 
separation,  attain  abstract  ideas  of  the  more  compounded 
beings  which  include  several  coexistent  qualities.  For  ex- 
ample, the  mind  having  observed  that  Peter,  James,  and 
John  resemble  each  other  in  certain  common  agreements  of 
shape  and  other  qualities,  leaves  out  of  the  complex  or  com- 
pounded idea  it  has  of  Peter,  James,  and  any  other  particular 
man,  that  which  is  peculiar  to  each,  retaining  only  what  is  com- 
mon to  all,  and  so  makes  an  abstract  idea  wherein  all  the  par- 
ticulars equally  partake — abstracting  entirelyfrom  and  cutting 
off  all  those  circumstances  and  differences  which  might  deter- 
mine it  to  any  particular  existence.  And  after  this  manner  it  is 
said  we  come  by  the  abstract  idea  of  man,  or,  if  you  please, 
humanity,  or  human  nature ;  wherein  it  is  true  there  is  in- 
cluded colour,  because  there  is  no  man  but  has  some  colour, 
but  then  it  can  be  neither  white,  nor  black,  nor  any  particular 
colour,  because  there  is  no  one  particular  colour  wherein  all 
men  partake.  So  likewise  there  is  included  stature,  but  then 
it  is  neither  tall  stature,  nor  low  stature,  nor  yet  middle 
stature,  but  something  abstracted  from  all  these.  And  so  of 
the  rest.  Moreover,  their  being  a  great  variety  of  other 
creatures  that  partake  in  some  parts,  but  not  all,  of  the  com- 
plex idea  of  man,  the  mind,  leaving  out  those  parts  which 
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are  peculiar  to  men,  and  retaining  those  only  which  are 
common  to  all  the  living  creatures,  frames  the  idea  of  animal, 
which  abstracts  not  only  from  all  particular  men,  but  also  all 
birds,  beasts,  fishes,  and  insects.  The  constituent  parts  of 
the  abstract  idea  of  animal  are  body,  life,  sense,  and  sponta- 
neous motion.  By  body  is  meant  body  without  any  particular 
shape  or  figure,  there  being  no  one  shape  or  figure  common 
to  all  animals,  without  covering,  either  of  hair,  or  feathers,  or 
scales,  &c,  nor  yet  naked :  hair,  feathers,  scales,  and  naked- 
ness being  the  distinguishing  properties  of  particular  animals, 
and  for  that  reason  left  out  of  the  abstract  idea.  Upon  the 
same  account  the  spontaneous  motion  must  be  neither 
walking,  nor  flying,  nor  creeping ;  it  is  nevertheless  a  motion, 
but  what  that  motion  is  it  is  not  easy  to  conceive. 

10.  Whether  others  have  this  wonderful  faculty  of  ab- 
stracting their  ideas,  they  best  can  tell:  for  myself,1  I  find 
indeed  I  have  a  faculty  of  imagining,  or  representing 
to  myself,  the  ideas  of  those  particular  things  I  have  per- 
ceived, and  of  variously  compounding  and  dividing  them.  I 
can  imagine  a  man  with  two  heads,  or  the  upper  parts  of  a 
man  joined  to  the  body  of  a  horse.  I  can  consider  the  hand, 
the  eye,  the  nose,  each  by  itself  abstracted  or  separated  from 
the  rest  of  the  body.  But  then  whatever  hand  or  eye  I 
imagine,  it  must  have  some  particular  shape  and  colour. 
Likewise  the  idea  of  man  that  I  frame  to  myself  must  be 
either  of  a  white,  or  a  black,  or  a  tawny,  a  straight,  or  a 
crooked,  a  tall,  or  a  low,  or  a  middle-sized  man.  I  cannot 
by  any  effort  of  thought  conceive  the  abstract  idea  above  de- 
scribed. And  it  is  equally  impossible  for  me  to  form  the 
abstract  idea  of  motion  distinct  from  the  body  moving,  and 
which  is  neither  swift  nor  slow,  curvilinear  nor  rectilinear; 
and  the  like  may  be  said  of  all  other  abstract  general  ideas 
whatsoever.  To  be  plain,  I  own  myself  able  to  abstract  in 
one  sense,  as  when  I  consider  some  particular  parts  or  qualities 
separated  from  others,  with  which,  though  they  are  united  in 
some  object,  yet  it  is  possible  they  may  really  exist  without 
them.     But  I  deny  that  I  can  abstract  from  one  another,  or 

1  In  the  first  edition  (1710)  this  sentence  read:  "for  myself,  I  dare  be 
confident  I  have  it  not.     I  have  indeed,"  &c. 
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conceive  separately,  those  qualities  which  it  is  impossible 
should  exist  so  separated ;  or  that  I  can  frame  a  general 
notion,  by  abstracting  from  particulars  in  the  manner  afore- 
said— which  last  are  the  two  proper  acceptions  of  abstraction. 
And  there  are  grounds  to  think  most  men  will  acknowledge 
themselves  to  be  in  my  case.  The  generality  of  men  which 
are  simple  and  illiterate  never  pretend  to  abstract  notions.  It 
is  said  they  are  difficult  and  not  to  be  attained  without  pains 
and  study ;  we  may  therefore  reasonably  conclude  that,  if 
such  there  be,  they  are  confined  only  to  the  learned. 

ii.  I  proceed  to  examine  what  can  be  alleged  in  defence 
of  the  doctrine  of  abstraction,  and  try  if  I  can  discover  what 
it  is  that  inclines  the  men  of  speculation  to  embrace  an  opinion 
so  remote  from  common  sense  as  that  seems  to  be.  There 
has  been  a  late  deservedly  esteemed  philosopher  who,  no 
doubt,  has  given  it  very  much  countenance,  by  seeming  to 
think  the  having  abstract  general  ideas  is  what  puts  the 
widest  difference  in  point  of  understanding  betwixt  man  and 
beast.  "The  having  of  general  ideas,"  saith  he,  "is  that 
which  puts  a  perfect  distinction  betwixt  man  and  brutes,  and 
is  an  excellency  which  the  faculties  of  brutes  do  by  no  means 
attain  unto.  For,  it  is  evident  we  observe  no  foot-steps  in 
them  of  making  use  of  general  signs  for  universal  ideas ; 
from  which  we  have  reason  to  imagine  that  they  have  not 
the  faculty  of  abstracting,  or  making  general  ideas,  since  they 
have  no  use  of  words  or  any  other  general  signs."  And  a 
little  after.  "  Therefore,  I  think,  we  may  suppose  that  it  is 
in  this  that  the  species  of  brutes  are  discriminated  from  men, 
and  it  is  that  proper  difference  wherein  they  are  wholly 
separated,  and  which  at  last  widens  to  so  wide  a  distance. 
For,  if  they  have  any  ideas  at  all,  and  are  not  bare  machines 
(as  some  would  have  them),  we  cannot  deny  them  to  have 
some  reason.  It  seems  as  evident  to  me  that  they  do,  some 
of  them,  in  certain  instances  reason  as  that  they  have  sense  ; 
but  it  is  only  in  particular  ideas,  just  as  they  receive  them 
from  their  senses.  They  are  the  best  of  them  tied  up  within 
those  narrow  bounds,  and  have  not  (as  I  think)  the  faculty 
to  enlarge  them  by  any  kind  of  abstraction." — "Essay  on 
Human  Understanding,"  B.  ii.  ch.  n.  s.  10  and  n.  I 
readily  agree  with  this  learned  author,  that  the  faculties  of 
brutes  can  by  no  means  attain  to  abstraction.     But  then  if 
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this  be  made  the  distinguishing  property  of  that  sort  of 
animals,  I  fear  a  great  many  of  those  that  pass  for  men  must 
be  reckoned  into  their  number.  The  reason  that  is  here  as- 
signed why  we  have  no  grounds  to  think  brutes  have  abstract 
general  ideas  is,  that  we  observe  in  them  no  use  of  words  or 
any  other  general  signs ;  which  is  built  on  this  supposition 
— that  the  making  use  of  words  implies  the  having  general 
ideas.  From  which  it  follows  that  men  who  use  language  are 
able  to  abstract  or  generalize  their  ideas.  That  this  is  the 
sense  and  arguing  of  the  author  will  further  appear  by  his 
answering  the  question  he  in  another  place  puts  :  "  Since  all 
things  that  exist  are  only  particulars,  how  come  we  by  general 
terms  ?  "  His  answer  is  :  "  Words  become  general  by  being 
made  the  signs  of  general  ideas." — "  Essay  on  Human  Under- 
standing," B.  hi.  ch.  3.  s.  6.  But '  it  seems  that  a  word  becomes 
general  by  being  made  the  sign,  not  of  an  abstract  general 
idea,  but  of  several  particular  ideas,  any  one  of  which  it  indif- 
ferently suggests  to  the  mind.  For  example,  when  it  is  said 
"the  change  of  motion  is  proportional  to  the  impressed 
force,"  or  that  "  whatever  has  extension  is  divisible,"  these  pro- 
positions are  to  be  understood  of  motion  and  extension  in 
general ;  and  nevertheless  it  will  not  follow  that  they  suggest 
to  my  thoughts  an  idea  of  motion  without  a  body  moved,  or 
any  determinate  direction  and  velocity,  or  that  I  must  conceive 
an  abstract  general  idea  of  extension,  which  is  neither  line, 
surface,  nor  solid,  neither  great  nor  small,  black,  white,  nor 
red,  nor  of  any  other  determinate  colour.  It  is  only  implied 
that  whatever  particular  motion  I  consider,  whether  it  be  swift 
or  slow,  perpendicular,  horizontal,  or  oblique,  or  in  whatever 
object,  the  axiom  concerning  it  holds  equally  true.  As  does 
the  other  of  every  particular  extension,  it  matters  not  whether 
line,  surface,  or  solid,  whether  of  this  or  that  magnitude  or 
figure. 

12.  By  observing  how  ideas  become  general  we  may  the 
better  judge  how  words  are  made  so.  And  here  it  is  to  be 
noted  that  I  do  not  deny  absolutely  there  are  general  ideas, 
but  only  that  there  are  any  abstract  general  ideas  ;  for,  in  the 
passages  we  have  quoted  wherein  there  is  mention  of  general 
ideas,  it  is  always  supposed  that  they  are  formed  by  abstrac- 

1  In  the  first  edition  this  sentence  began  as  follows:  "To  this  I 
cannot  assent  being  of  opinion  that  a  word  becomes  geueral,"  &c. 
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tion,  after  the  manner  set  forth  in  sections  8  and  9.  Now,  if 
we  will  annex  a  meaning  to  our  words,  and  speak  only  of 
what  we  can  conceive,  I  believe  we  shall  acknowledge  that 
an  idea  which,  considered  in  itself,  is  particular,  becomes 
general  by  being  made  to  represent  or  stand  for  all  other  par- 
ticular ideas  of  the  same  sort.  To  make  this  plain  by  an 
example,  suppose  a  geometrician  is  demonstrating  the  method 
of  cutting  a  line  in  two  equal  parts.  He  draws,  for  instance, 
a  black  line  of  an  inch  in  length :  this,  which  in  itself  is  a 
particular  line,  is  nevertheless  with  regard  to  its  signification 
general,  since,  as  it  is  there  used,  it  represents  all  particular 
lines  whatsoever ;  so  that  what  is  demonstrated  of  it  is 
demonstrated  of  all  lines,  or,  in  other  words,  of  a  line  in 
general.  And,  as  that  particular  line  becomes  general  by 
being  made  a  sign,  so  the  name  "  line,"  which  taken  abso- 
lutely is  particular,  by  being  a  sign  is  made  general.  And  as 
the  former  owes  its  generality  not  to  its  being  the  sign  of  an 
abstract  or  general  line,  but  of  all  particular  right  lines  that 
may  possibly  exist,  so  the  latter  must  be  thought  to  derive  its 
generality  from  the  same  cause,  namely,  the  various  particular 
lines  which  it  indifferently  denotes. 

1 3.  To  give  the  reader  a  yet  clearer  view  of  the  nature  of 
abstract  ideas,  and  the  uses  they  are  thought  necessary  to,  I 
shall  add  one  more  passage  out  of  the  "  Essay  on  Human 
Understanding,"  which  is  as  follows  :  "  Abstract  ideas  are 
not  so  obvious  or  easy  to  children  or  the  yet  unexercised 
mind  as  particular  ones.  If  they  seem  so  to  grown  men  it  is 
only  because  by  constant  and  familiar  use  they  are  made  so. 
For,  when  we  nicely  reflect  upon  them,  we  shall  find  that 
general  ideas  are  fictions  and  contrivances  of  the  mind,  that 
carry  difficulty  with  them,  and  do  not  so  easily  offer  them- 
selves as  we  are  apt  to  imagine.  For  example,  does  it  not 
require  some  pains  and  skill  to  form  the  general  idea  of  a 
triangle  (which  is  yet  none  of  the  most  abstract,  compre- 
hensive, and  difficult) ;  for  it  must  be  neither  oblique  nor 
rectangle,  neither  equilateral,  equicrural,  nor  scalenon,  but 
all  and  none  of  these  at  once  ?  In  effect,  it  is  something 
imperfect  that  cannot  exist,  an  idea  wherein  some  parts  of 
several  different  and  inconsistent  ideas  are  put  together.  It 
is  true  the  mind  in  this  imperfect  state  has  need  of  such 
ideas,  and  makes  all  the  haste  to  them  it  can,  for  the  con- 
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veniency  of  communication  and  enlargement  of  knowledge, 
to  both  which  it  is  naturally  very  much  inclined.  But  yet 
one  has  reason  to  suspect  such  ideas  are  marks  of  our  im- 
perfection. At  least  this  is  enough  to  show  that  the  most 
abstract  and  general  ideas  are  not  those  that  the  mind  is 
first  and  most  easily  acquainted  with,  nor  such  as  its  earliest 
knowledge  is  conversant  about." — B.  iv.  ch.  7.  s.  9.  If  any  man 
has  the  faculty  of  framing  in  his  mind  such  an  idea  of  a  triangle 
as  is  here  described,  it  is  in  vain  to  pretend  to  dispute  him 
out  of  it,  nor  would  I  go  about  it.  All  I  desire  is  that  the 
reader  would  fully  and  certainly  inform  himself  whether  he 
has  such  an  idea  or  no.  And  this,  methinks,  can  be  no  hard 
task  for  anyone  to  perform.  What  more  easy  than  for  any- 
one to  look  a  little  into  his  own  thoughts,  and  there  try 
whether  he  has,  or  can  attain  to  have,  an  idea  that  shall 
correspond  with  the  description  that  is  here  given  of  the 
general  idea  of  a  triangle,  which  is  "neither  oblique  nor 
rectangle,  equilateral,  equicrural  nor  scalenon,  but  all  and 
none  of  these  at  once  ?  " 

14.  Much  is  here  said  of  the  difficulty  that  abstract  ideas 
carry  with  them,  and  the  pains  and  skill  requisite  to  the 
forming  them.  And  it  is  on  all  hands  agreed  that  there 
is  need  of  great  toil  and  labour  of  the  mind,  to  emancipate 
our  thoughts  from  particular  objects,  and  raise  them  to  those 
sublime  speculations  that  are  conversant  about  abstract  ideas. 
From  all  which  the  natural  consequence  should  seem  to  be, 
that  so  difficult  a  thing  as  the  forming  abstract  ideas  was  not 
necessary  for  communication,  which  is  so  easy  and  Jamiliar  to 
all  sorts  of  men.  But,  we  are  told,  if  they  seem  obvious  and 
easy  to  grown  men,  it  is  only  because  by  constant  and  familiar 
use  they  are  made  so.  Now,  I  would  fain  know  at  what 
time  it  is  men  are  employed  in  surmounting  that  difficulty, 
and  furnishing  themselves  with  those  necessary  helps  for 
discourse.  It  cannot  be  when  they  are  grown  up,  for  then  it 
seems  they  are  not  conscious  of  any  such  painstaking ;  it 
remains  therefore  to  be  the  business  of  their  childhood. 
And  surely  the  great  and  multiplied  labour  of  framing 
abstract  notions  will  be  found  a  hard  task  for  that  tender 
age.  Is  it  not  a  hard  thing  to  imagine  that  a  couple  of 
children  cannot  prate  together  of  their  sugar-plums  and 
rattles  and  the  rest  of  their  little  trinkets,  till  they  have  first 
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tacked  together  numberless  inconsistencies,  and  so  framed 
in  their  minds  abstract  general  ideas,  and  annexed  them  to 
every  common  name  they  make  use  of? 

15.  Nor  do  I  think  them  a  whit  more  needful  for  the 
enlargement  of  knowledge  than  for  communication.  It  is,  I 
know,  a  point  much  insisted  on,  that  all  knowledge  and 
demonstration  are  about  universal  notions,  to  which  I  fully 
agree  :  but  then  it  doth  not  appear  to  me  that  those  notions 
are  formed  by  abstraction  in  the  manner  premised — univer- 
sality, so  far  as  I  can  comprehend,  not  consisting  in  the 
absolute,  positive  nature  or  conception  of  anything,  but  in 
the  relation  it  bears  to  the  particulars  signified  or  repre- 
sented by  it ;  by  virtue  whereof  it  is  that  things,  names,  or 
notions,  being  in  their  own  nature  particular,  are  rendered 
universal.  Thus,  when  I  demonstrate  any  proposition  con- 
cerning triangles,  it  is  to  be  supposed  that  I  have  in  view  the 
universal  idea  of  a  triangle ;  which  ought  not  to  be  under- 
stood as  if  I  could  frame  an  idea  of  a  triangle  which  was 
neither  equilateral,  nor  scalenon,  nor  equicrural ;  but  only 
that  the  particular  triangle  I  consider,  whether  of  this  or 
that  sort  it  matters  not,  doth  equally  stand  for  and  represent 
all  rectilinear  triangles  whatsoever,  and  is  in  that  sense 
universal.  All  which  seems  very  plain  and  not  to  include 
any  difficulty  in  it. 

16.  But  here  it  will  be  demanded,  how  we  can  know  any 
proposition  to  be  true  of  all  particular  triangles,  except  we 
have  first  seen  it  demonstrated  of  the  abstract  idea  of  a 
triangle  which  equally  agrees  to  all  ?  For,  because  a  pro- 
perty may  be  demonstrated  to  agree  to  some  one  particular 
triangle,  it  will  not  thence  follow  that  it  equally  belongs  to 
any  other  triangle,  which  in  all  respects  is  not  the  same  with 
it.  For  example,  having  demonstrated  that  the  three  angles 
of  an  isosceles  rectangular  triangle  are  equal  to  two  right 
ones,  I  cannot  therefore  conclude  this  affection  agrees  to  all 
other  triangles  which  have  neither  a  right  angle  nor  two 
equal  sides.  It  seems  therefore  that,  to  be  certain  this  pro- 
position is  universally  true,  we  must  either  make  a  particular 
demonstration  for  every  particular  triangle,  which  is  im- 
possible, or  once  for  all  demonstrate  it  of  the  abstract  idea 
of  a  triangle,  in  which  all  the  particulars  do  indifferently 
partake  and  by  which  they  are  all  equally  represented.     To 


INTRODUCTION.  I/I 

which  I  answer,  that,  though  the  idea  I  have  in  view  whilst 
I  make  the  demonstration  be,  for  instance,  that  of  an 
isosceles  rectangular  triangle  whose  sides  are  of  a  deter- 
minate length,  I  may  nevertheless  be  certain  it  extends  to  all 
other  rectilinear  triangles,  of  what  sort  or  bigness  soever. 
And  that  because  neither  the  right  angle,  nor  the  equality, 
nor  determinate  length  of  the  sides  are  at  all  concerned  in 
the  demonstration.  It  is  true  the  diagram  I  have  in  view 
includes  all  these  particulars,  but  then  there  is  not  the  least 
mention  made  of  them  in  the  proof  of  the  proposition.  It 
is  not  said  the  three  angles  are  equal  to  two  right  ones, 
because  one  of  them  is  a  right  angle,  or  because  the  sides 
comprehending  it  are  of  the  same  length.  Which  sufficiently 
shows  that  the  right  angle  might  have  been  oblique,  and  the 
sides  unequal,  and  for  all  that  the  demonstration  have  held 
good.  And  for  this  reason  it  is  that  I  conclude  that  to  be 
true  of  any  obliquangular  or  scalenon  which  I  had  demon- 
strated of  a  particular  right-angled  equicrural  triangle,  and 
not  because  I  demonstrated  the  proposition  of  the  abstract- 
idea  of  a  triangle.  And  here  it  must  be  acknowledged  that 
a  man  may  consider  a  figure  merely  as  triangular,  without 
attending  to  the  particular  qualities  of  the  angles,  or  rela- 
tions of  the  sides.  So  far  he  may  abstract ;  but  this  will 
never  prove  that  he  can  frame  an  abstract,  general,  incon- 
sistent idea  of  a  triangle.  In  like  manner  we  may  consider 
Peter  so  far  forth  as  man,  or  so  far  forth  as  animal, 
without  framing  the  forementioned  abstract  idea,  either  of 
man  or  of  animal,  inasmuch  as  all  that  is  perceived  is  not 
considered.1 

17.  It  were  an  endless  as  well  as  an  useless  thing  to  trace 
the  Schoolmen,  those  great  masters  of  abstraction,  through 
all  the  manifold  inextricable  labyrinths  of  error  and  dispute 
which  their  doctrine  of  abstract  natures  and  notions  seems  to 
have  led  them  into.  What  bickerings  and  controversies, 
and  what  a  learned  dust  have  been  raised  about  those 
matters,  and  what  mighty  advantage  has  been  from  thence 
derived  to  mankind,  are  things  at  this  day  too  clearly  known 
to  need  being  insisted  on.  And  it  had  been  well  if  the  ill 
effects  of  that  doctrine  were  confined  to  those  only  who 

1  The  last  three  sentences,  beginning  "  And  here  it  must  be  acknow- 
ledged," were  inserted  in  the  last  or  1734  edition. 
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make  the  most  avowed  profession  of  it.  When  men  con- 
sider the  great  pains,  industry,  and  parts  that  have  for  so 
many  ages  been  laid  out  on  the  cultivation  and  advance- 
ment of  the  sciences,  and  that  notwithstanding  all  this  the 
far  greater  part  of  them  remain  full  of  darkness  and  uncer- 
tainty, and  disputes  that  are  like  never  to  have  an  end,  and 
even  those  that  are  thought  to  be  supported  by  the  most 
clear  and  cogent  demonstrations  contain  in  them  paradoxes 
which  are  perfectly  irreconcilable  to  the  understandings  of 
men,  and  that,  taking  all  together,  a  very  small  portion  of 
them  does  supply  any  real  benefit  to  mankind,  otherwise 
than  by  being  an  innocent  diversion  and  amusement — I  say, 
the  consideration  of  all  this  is  apt  to  throw  them  into  a 
despondency  and  perfect  contempt  of  all  study.  But  this 
may  perhaps  cease  upon  a  view  of  the  false  principles  that 
have  obtained  in  the  world,  amongst  all  which  there  is 
none,  methinks,  hath  a  more  wide  and  extended  sway  over  the 
thoughts  of  speculative  men  than  this  of  abstract  general  ideas. 

1 8.  I  come  now  to  consider  the  source  of  this  prevailing 
notion,  and  that  seems  to  me  to  be  language.  And  surely 
nothing  of  less  extent  than  reason  itself  could  have  been  the 
source  of  an  opinion  so  universally  received.  The  truth  of 
this  appears  as  from  other  reasons  so  also  from  the  plain 
confession  of  the  ablest  patrons  of  abstract  ideas,  who 
acknowledge  that  they  are  made  in  order  to  naming ;  from 
which  it  is  a  clear  consequence  that  if  there  had  been  no 
such  thing  as  speech  or  universal  signs  there  never  had  been 
any  thought  of  abstraction.  See  B.  hi.  ch.  6.  s.  39,  and 
elsewhere  of  the  "  Essay  on  Human  Understanding."  Let  us 
examine  the  manner  wherein  words  have  contributed  to  the 
origin  of  that  mistake.-)— First  then,  it  is  thought  that  every 
name  has,  or  ought  to  have,  one  only  precise  and  settled 
signification,  which  inclines  men  to  think  their  are  certain 
abstract,  determinate  ideas  that  constitute  the  true  and  only 
immediate  signification  of  each  general  name ;  and  that  it  is 
by  the  mediation  of  these  abstract  ideas  that  a  general  name 
comes  to  signify  any  particular  thing.  Whereas,  in  truth, 
there  is  no  such  thing  as  one  precise  and  definite  significa- 
tion annexed  to  any  general  name,  they  all  signifying  in- 
differently a  great  number  of  particular  ideas.     All  which 
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doth  evidently  follow  from  what  has  been  already  said,  and 
will  clearly  appear  to  anyone  by  a  little  reflexion.  To  this  it 
will  be  objected  that  every  name  that  has  a  definition  is 
thereby  restrained  to  one  certain  signification.  For  example, 
a  triangle  is  defined  to  be  "a  plain  surface  comprehended  by 
three  right  lines,"  by  which  that  name  is  limited  to  denote 
one  certain  idea  and  no  other.  To  which  I  answer,  that  in 
the  definition  it  is  not  said  whether  the  surface  be  great  or 
small,  black  or  white,  nor  whether  the  sides  are  long  or  short, 
equal  or  unequal,  nor  with  what  angles  they  are  inclined  to 
each  other;  in  all  which  there  may  be  great  variety,  and 
consequently  there  is  no  one  settled  idea  which  limits  the 
signification  of  the  word  triangle.  It  is  one  thing  for  to 
keep  a  name  constantly  to  the  same  definition,  and  another 
to  make  it  stand  everywhere  for  the  same  idea ;  the  one  is 
necessary,  the  other  useless  and  impracticable. 

19.  But,  to  give  a  farther  account  how  words  came 
to  produce  the  doctrine  of  abstract  ideas,  it.  must  be 
observed  that  it  is  a  received  opinion  that  language  has  no 
other  end  but  the  communicating  our  ideas,  and  that  every 
significant  name  stands  for  an  idea.  This  being  so,  and  it 
being  withal  certain  that  names  which  yet  are  not  thought 
altogether  insignificant  do  not  always  mark  out  particular 
conceivable  ideas,  it  is  straightway  concluded  that  fhey  stand 
for  abstract  notions.  That  there  are  many  names  in  use 
amongst  speculative  men  which  do  not  always  suggest  to 
others  determinate,  particular  ideas,  or  in  truth  anything  at 
all,  is  what  nobody  will  deny.  And  a  little  attention  will 
discover  that  it  is  not  necessary  (even  in  the  strictest  reason- 
ings) significant  names  which  stand  for  ideas  should,  every 
time  they  are  used,  excite  in  the  understanding  the  ideas  they 
are  made  to  stand  for — in  reading  and  discoursing,  names 
being  for  the  most  part  used  as  letters  are  in  Algebra*  in 
which,  though  a  particular  quantity  be  marked  by  each 
letter,  yet  to  proceed  right  it  is  not  requisite  that  in  every 
step  each  letter  suggest  to  your  thoughts  that  particular 
quantity  it  was  appointed  to  stand  for. 

20.  Besides,  the  communicating  of  ideas  marked  by 
words  is  not  the  chief  and  only  end  of  language,  as  is 
commonly  supposed.  There  are  other  ends,  as  the  raising 
of  some  passion,  the  exciting  to  or  deterring  from  an  action, 
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the  putting  the  mind  in  some  particular  disposition — to 
which  the  former  is  in  many  cases  barely  subservient,  and 
sometimes  entirely  omitted,  when  these  can  be  obtained 
without  it,  as  I  think  does  not  unfrequently  happen  in  the 
familiar  use  of  language.  I  entreat  the  reader  to  reflect 
with  himself,  and  see  if  it  doth  not  often  happen,  either  in 
hearing  or  reading  a  discourse,  that  the  passions  of  fear, 
love,  hatred,  admiration,  disdain,  and  the  like,  arise  im- 
mediately in  his  mind  upon  the  perception  of  certain  words, 
without  any  ideas  coming  between.  At  first,  indeed,  the 
words  might  have  occasioned  ideas  that  were  fitting  to  pro- 
duce those  emotions ;  but,  if  I  mistake  not,  it  will  be  found 
that,  when  language  is  once  grown  familiar,  the  hearing 
of  the  sounds  or  sight  of  the  characters  is  oft  immediately 
attended  with  those  passions  which  at  first  were  wont  to  be 
produced  by  the  intervention  of  ideas  that  are  now  quite 
omitted.  May  we  not,  for  example,  be  affected  with  the 
promise  of  a  good  thing,  though  we  have  not  an  idea  of  what 
it  is  ?  Or  is  not  the  being  threatened  with  danger  sufficient 
to  excite  a  dread,  though  we  think  not  of  any  particular  evil 
likely  to  befal  us,  nor  yet  frame  to  ourselves  an  idea  of 
danger  in  abstract?  If  any  one  shall  join  ever  so  little 
reflexion  of  his  own  to  what  has  been  said,  I  believe  that  it 
will  evidently  appear  to  him  that  general  names  are  often 
used  in  the  propriety  of  language  without  the  speakers 
designing  them  for  marks  of  ideas  in  his  own,  which  he 
would  have  them  raise  in  the  mind  of  the  hearer.  Even 
proper  names  themselves  do  not  seem  always  spoken  with  a 
design  to  bring  into  our  view  the  ideas  of  those  individuals 
that  are  supposed  to  be  marked  by  them.  For  example, 
when  a  schoolman  tells  me  "  Aristotle  hath  said  it,"  all 
I  conceive  he  means  by  it  is  to  dispose  me  to  embrace  his 
opinion  with  the  deference  and  submission  which  custom  has 
annexed  to  that  name.  And  this  effect  is  often  so  instantly 
produced  in  the  minds  of  those  who  are  accustomed  to 
resign  their  judgment  to  authority  of  that  philosopher,  as  it 
is  impossible  any  idea  either  of  his  person,  writings,  or 
reputation  should  go  before.1  Innumerable  examples  of 
this  kind  may  be  given,  but  why  should  I  insist  on  those 

1   Retwcen  this  sentence  and  the  next  came  in  the  first  edition  the 
following  passage  :  "  So  close  and  immediate  a  connexion  may  custom 
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things   which   every   one's   experience   will,    I   doubt    not, 
plentifully  suggest  unto  him  ? 

21.  We  have,  I  think,  shewn  the  impossibility  of  Abstract 
Ideas.  We  have  considered  what  has  been  said  for  them  by 
their  ablest  patrons ;  and  endeavoured  to  shew  they  are  of 
no  use  for  those  ends  to  which  they  are  thought  necessary. 
And  lastly,  we  have  traced  them  to  the  source  from  whence 
they  flow,  which  appears  evidently  to  be  language. — It 
cannot  be  denied  that  words  are  of  excellent  use,  in  that  by 
their  means  all  that  stock  of  knowledge  which  has  been 
purchased  by  the  joint  labours  of  inquisitive  men  in  all  ages 
and  nations  may  be  drawn  into  the  view  and  made  the 
possession  of  one  single  person.  But  at  the  same  time  it 
must  be  owned  that  most  parts  of  knowledge  have  been 
strangely  perplexed  and  darkened  by  the  abuse  of  words,  and 
general  ways  of  speech  wherein  they  are  delivered.  Since 
therefore  words  are  so  apt  to  impose  on  the  understanding, 
whatever  ideas  I  consider,  I  shall  endeavour  to  take  them 
bare  and  naked  into  my  view,  keeping  out  of  my  thoughts, 
so  far  as  I  am  able,  those  names  which  long  and  constant 
use  hath  so  strictly  united  with  them ;  from  which  I  may 
expect  to  derive  the  following  advantages  : ' — 

22.  First,  I  shall  be  sure  to  get  clear  of  all  controversies 
purely  verbal — the  springing  up  of  which  weeds  in  almost  all 
the  sciences  has  been  a  main  hindrance  to  the  growth  of  true 
and  sound  knowledge.  Secondly,  this  seems  to  be  a  sure 
way  to  extricate  myself  out  of  that  fine  and  subtle  net  of 
abstract  ideas  which  has  so  miserably  perplexed  and  entangled 
the  minds  of  men  ;  and  that  with  this  peculiar  circumstance, 
that  by  how  much  the  finer  and  more  curious  was  the  wit  of 
any  man,  by  so  much  the  deeper  was  he  likely  to  be  ensnared 

establish  betwixt  the  very  word  Aristotle  and  the  motions  of  assent  and 
reverence  in  the  minds  of  some  men." 

1  In  the  first  edition  the  preceding  passage  read  as  follows:  "But 
most  parts  of  knowledge  have  been  so  strangely  perplexed  and  darkened 
by  the  abuse  of  words,  and  general  ways  of  speech  wherein  they  are 
delivered,  that  it  may  almost  be  made  a  question  whether  language  has 
contributed  more  to  the  hindrance  or  advancement  of  the  sciences.  Since 
therefore  words  are  so  apt  to  impose  on  the  understanding,  I  am  resolved 
in  my  inquiries  to  make  as  little  use  of  them  as  possibly  I  can  :  whatever 
ideas  I  consider,"  &c 
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and  faster  held  therein.  Thirdly,  so  long  as  I  confine  my 
thoughts  to  my  own  ideas  divested  of  words,  I  do  not  see 
how  I  can  easily  be  mistaken.  The  objects  I  consider, 
I  clearly  and  adequately  know.  I  cannot  be  deceived  in 
thinking  I  have  an  idea  which  I  have  not.  It  is  not  possible 
for  me  to  imagine  that  any  of  my  own  ideas  are  alike 
or  unlike  that  are  not  truly  so.  To  discern  the  agreements 
or  disagreements  there  are  between  my  ideas,  to  see  what 
ideas  are  included  in  any  compound  idea  and  what  not,  there 
is  nothing  more  requisite  than  an  attentive  perception  of 
what  passes  in  my  own  understanding. 

23.  But  the  attainment  of  all  these  advantages  doth  pre- 
suppose an  entire  deliverance  from  the  deception  of  words, 
which  I  dare  hardly  promise  myself;  so  difficult  a  thing  it  is 
to  dissolve  an  union  so  early  begun,  and  confirmed  by  so  long 
a  habit  as  that  betwixt  words  and  ideas.  Which  difficulty 
seems  to  have  been  very  much  increased  by  the  doctrine  of 
abstraction.  For,  so  long  as  men  thought  abstract  ideas  were 
annexed  to  their  words,  it  doth  not  seem  strange  that  they 
should  use  words  for  ideas — it  being  found  an  impracticable 
thing  to  lay  aside  the  word,  and  retain  the  abstract  idea  in 
the  mind,  which  in  itself  was  perfectly  inconceivable.  This 
seems  to  me  the  principal  cause  why  those  men  who  have  so 
emphatically  recommended  to  others  the  laying  aside  all 
use  of  words  in  their  meditations,  and  contemplating  their 
bare  ideas,  have  yet  failed  to  perform  it  themselves.  Of  late 
many  have  been  very  sensible  of  the  absurd  opinions  and 
insignificant  disputes  which  grow  out  of  the  abuse  of  words. 
And,  in  order  to  remedy  these  evils,  they  advise  well,  that 
we  attend  to  the  ideas  signified,  and  draw  off  our  attention 
from  the  words  which  signify  them.  But,  how  good  soever 
this  advice  may  be  they  have  given  others,  it  is  plain  they 
could  not  have  a  due  regard  to  it  themselves,  so  long  as  they 
thought  the  only  immediate  use  of  words  was  to  signify  ideas, 
and  that  the  immediate  signification  of  every  general  name 
was  a  determinate  abstract  idea. 

24.  But,  these  being  known  to  be  mistakes,  a  man  may 
with  greater  ease  prevent  his  being  imposed  on  by  words.  He 
that  knows  he  has  no  other  than  particular  ideas,  will  not 
puzzle  himself  in  vain  to  find  out  and  conceive  the  abstract 
idea  annexed  to  any  name.     And  he  that  knows  names  do 
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not  always  stand  for  ideas  will  spare  himself  the  labour  of 
looking  for  ideas  where  there  are  none  to  be  had.  It  were, 
therefore,  to  be  wished  that  every  one  would  use  his  utmost 
endeavours  to  obtain  a  clear  view  of  the  ideas  he  would  con- 
sider, separating  from  them  all  that  dress  and  incumbrance 
of  words  which  so  much  contribute  to  blind  the  judgment 
and  divide  the  attention.  In  vain  do  we  extend  our  view 
into  the  heavens  and  pry  into  the  entrails  of  the  earth,  in  vain 
do  we  consult  the  writings  of  learned  men  and  trace  the  dark 
footsteps  of  antiquity — we  need  only  draw  the  curtain  of 
words,  to  behold  the  fairest  tree  of  knowledge,  whose  fruit  is 
excellent,  and  within  the  reach  of  our  hand. 

25.  Unless  we  take  care  to  clear  the  First  Principles  of 
Knowledge  from  the  embarras  and  delusion  of  words,  we  may 
make  infinite  reasonings  upon  them  to  no  purpose  ;  we  may 
draw  consequences  from  consequences,  and  be  never  the 
wiser.  The  farther  we  go,  we  shall  only  lose  ourselves  the 
more  irrecoverably,  and  be  the  deeper  entangled  in  difficulties 
and  mistakes.  Whoever  therefore  designs  to  read  the  follow- 
ing sheets,  I  entreat  him  to  make  my  words  the  occasion 
of  his  own  thinking,  and  endeavour  to  attain  the  same  train 
of  thoughts  in  reading  that  I  had  in  writing  them.  By  this 
means  it  will  be  easy  for  him  to  discover  the  truth  or  falsity 
of  what  I  say.  He  will  be  out  of  all  danger  of  being  de- 
ceived by  my  words,  and  I  do  not  see  how  he  can  be  led 
into  an  error  by  considering  his  own  naked,  undisguised 
ideas. 
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PART   I.1 

i. 

IT  is  evident  to  any  one  who  takes  a  survey  of  the  objects 
of  human  knowledge,  that  they  are  either  ideas  actually 
imprinted  on  the  senses;  or  else  such  as  are  perceived  by 
attending  to  the  passions  and  operations  of  the  mind ;  or 
lastly,  ideas  formed  by  help  of  memory  and  imagination — 
either  compounding,  dividing,  or  barely  representing  those 
originally  perceived  in  the  aforesaid  ways.  By  sight  I  have 
the  ideas  of  light  and  colours,  with  their  several  degrees  and 
variations.  By  touch  I  perceive  hard  and  soft,  heat  and 
cold,  motion  and  resistance,  and  of  all  these  more  and  less 
either  as  to  quantity  or  degree.  Smelling  furnishes  me  with 
odours ;  the  palate  with  tastes ;  and  hearing  conveys  sounds 
to  the  mind  in  all  their  variety  of  tone  and  composition. 
And  as  several  of  these  are  observed  to  accompany  each 
other,  they  come  to  be  marked  by  one  name,  and  so  to  be 
reputed  as  one  thing.  Thus,  for  example,  a  certain  colour, 
taste,  smell,  figure  and  consistence  having  been  observed  to 
go  together,  are  accounted  one  distinct  thing,  signified  by  the 
name  apple  ;  other  collections  of  ideas  constitute  a  stone,  a 
tree,  a  book,  and  the  like  sensible  things — which  as  they  are 

1  Though  omitted  from  the  title-page  of  the  second  or  1734  edition, 
this  acknowledgement  of  incompleteness  was  retained  here.  See  also 
the  Preface  to  "  Hylas  and  Philonous." 
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pleasing  or  disagreeable  excite  the  passions  of  love,  hatred, 
joy,  grief,  and  so  forth. 

2.  But,  besides  all  that  endless  variety  of  ideas  or  objects 
of  knowledge,  there  is  likewise  something  which  knows  or  per- 
ceives them,  and  exercises  divers  operations,  as  willing,  imagin- 
ing, remembering,  about  them.  This  perceiving,  active 
being  is  what  I  call  mind,  spirit,  sotti,  or  myseif.  By  which 
words  I  do  not  denote  any  one  of  my  ideas,  but  a  thing  en- 
tirely distinct  from  them,  wherein  they  exist,  or,  which  is  the 
same  thing,  whereby  they  are  perceived — for  the  existence  of 
an  idea  consists  in  being  perceived. 

3.  That  neither  our  thoughts,  nor  passions,  nor  ideas 
formed  by  the  imagination,  exist  without  the  mind,  is  what 
everybody  will  allow.  And  it  seems  no  less  evident  that  the 
various  sensations  or  ideas  imprinted  on  the  sense,  how- 
ever blended  or  combined  together  (that  is,  whatever  objects 
they  compose),  cannot  exist  otherwise  than  in  a  mind  per- 
ceiving them. — I  think  an  intuitive  knowledge  may  be  ob- 
tained of  this  by  any  one  that  shall  attend  to  what  is  meant 
by  the  term  exist,  when  applied  to  sensible  things.  The 
table  I  write  on  I  say  exists,  that  is,  I  see  and  feel  it ;  and  if 
I  were  out  of  my  study  I  should  say  it  existed — meaning 
thereby  that  if  I  was  in  my  study  I  might  perceive  it,  or  that 
some  other  spirit  actually  does  perceive  it.  There  was  an 
odour,  that  is,  it  was  smelt ;  there  was  a  sound,  that  is,  it  was 
heard  ;  a  colour  or  figure,  and  it  was  perceived  by  sight  or 
touch.  This  is  all  that  I  can  understand  by  these  and  the 
like  expressions.  For  as  to  what  is  said  of  the  absolute 
existence  of  unthinking  things  without  any  relation  to  their 
being  perceived,  that  seems  perfectly  unintelligible.  Their 
esse  is  percipi,  nor  is  it  possible  they  should  have  any  exist- 
ence out  of  the  minds  or  thinking  things  which  perceive 
them. 

4.  It  is  indeed  an  opinion  strangely  prevailing  amongst 
men,  that  houses,  mountains,  rivers,  and  in  a  word  all  sensible 
objects,  have  an  existence,  natural  or  real,  distinct  from  their 
being  perceived  by  the  understanding.  But,  with  how  great 
an  assurance  and  acquiescence  soever  this  principle  may  be 
entertained  in  the  world,  yet  whoever  shall  find  in  his  heart 
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to  call  it  in  question  may,  if  I  mistake  not,  perceive  it  to  in- 
volve a  manifest  contradiction.  For,  what  are  the  fore- 
mentioned  objects  but  the  things  we  perceive  by  sense  ?  and 
what  do  we  perceive  besides  our  own  ideas  or  sensations  ? 
and  is  it  not  plainly  repugnant  that  any  one  of  these,  or  any 
combination  of  them,  should  exist  unperceived  ? 

5.  If  we  throughly  examine  this  tenet  it  will,  perhaps,  be 
found  at  bottom  to  depend  on  the  doctrine  of  abstract  ideas. 
For  can  there  be  a  nicer  strain  of  abstraction  than  to  dis- 
tinguish the  existence  of  sensible  objects  from  their  being 
perceived,  so  as  to  conceive  them  existing  unperceived  ? 
Light  and  colours,  heat  and  cold,  extension  and  figures — in 
a  word  the  things  we  see  and  feel — what  are  they  but  so 
many  sensations,  notions,  ideas,  or  impressions  on  the  sense  ? 
and  is  it  possible  to  separate,  even  in  thought,  any  of  these 
from  perception  ?  For  my  part,  I  might  as  easily  divide  a 
thing  from  itself.  I  may,  indeed,  divide  in  my  thoughts,  or 
conceive  apart  from  each  other,  those  things  which,  perhaps, 
I  never  perceived  by  sense  so  divided.  Thus,  I  imagine  the 
trunk  of  a  human  body  without  the  limbs,  or  conceive  the 
smell  of  a  rose  without  thinking  on  the  rose  itself.  So  far,  I 
will  not  deny,  I  can  abstract — if  that  may  properly  be  called 
abstraction  which  extends  only  to  the  conceiving  separately 
such  objects  as  it  is  possible  may  really  exist  or  be  actually 
perceived  asunder.  But  my  conceiving  or  imagining  power 
does  not  extend  beyond  the  possibility  of  real  existence  or 
perception.  Hence,  as  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  see  or  feel 
anything  without  an  actual  sensation  of  that  thing,  so  is  it 
impossible  for  me  to  conceive  in  my  thoughts  any  sensible 
thing  or  object  distinct  from  the  sensation  or  perception  of  it.1 

6.  Some  truths  there  are  so  near  and  obvious  to  the  mind 
that  a  man  need  only  open  his  eyes  to  see  them.  Such  I 
take  this  important  one  to  be,  viz.  that  all  the  choir  of 
heaven  and  furniture  of  the  earth,  in  a  word  all  those  bodies 
which  compose  the  mighty  frame  of  the  world,  have  not  any 
subsistence  without  a  mind,  that  their  being  is  to  be  per- 
ceived or  known  ;  that  consequently  so  long  as  they  are  not 
actually  perceived  by  me,  or  do  not  exist  in  my  mind  or  that 

1  In  the  first  edition  this  additional  sentence  ended  the  section  :  "In 
truth,  the  object  and  the  sensation  are  the  same  thing,  and  cannot  there- 
fore be  abstracted  from  each  other." 
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of  any  other  created  spirit,  they  must  either  have  no  existence 
at  all,  or  else  subsist  in  the  mind  of  some  Eternal  Spirit — it 
being  perfectly  unintelligible,  and  involving  all  the  absurdity 
of  abstraction,  to  attribute  to  any  single  part  of  them  an  exist- 
ence independent  of  a  spirit.  To  be  convinced  of  which,  the 
reader  need  only  reflect,  and  try  to  separate  in  his  own 
thoughts  the  being  of  a  sensible  thing  from  its  being  perceived.1 

7.  From  what  has  been  said  it  follows  there  is  not  any 
other  Substance  than  Spirit,  or  that  which  perceives.  But, 
for  the  fuller  proof  of  this  point,  let  it  be  considered  the 
sensible  qualities  are  colour,  figure,  motion,  smell,  taste, 
&c,  i.e.  the  ideas  perceived  by  sense.  Now,  for  an  idea  to 
exist  in  an  unperceiving  thing  is  a  manifest  contradiction,  for 
to  have  an  idea  is  all  one  as  to  perceive ;  that  therefore 
wherein  colour,  figure,  and  the  like  qualities  exist  must 
perceive  them ;  hence  it  is  clear  there  can  be  no  unthinking 
substance  or  substratum  of  those  ideas. 

8.  But,  say  you,  though  the  ideas  themselves  do  not  exist 
without  the  mind,  yet  there  may  be  things  like  them,  whereof 
they  are  copies  or  resemblances,  which  things  exist  without 
the  mind  in  an  unthinking  substance.  I  answer,  an  idea  can 
be  like  nothing  but  an  idea ;  a  colour  or  figure  can  be  like 
nothing  but  another  colour  or  figure.  If  we  look  but  never 
so  little  into  our  thoughts,  we  shall  find  it  impossible  for  us 
to  conceive  a  likeness  except  only  between  our  ideas.  Again, 
I  ask  whether  those  supposed  originals  or  external  things,  of 
which  our  ideas  are  the  pictures  or  representations,  be  them- 
selves perceivable  or  no  ?  If  they  are,  then  they  are  ideas 
and  we  have  gained  our  point ;  but  if  you  say  they  are  not,  I 
appeal  to  any  one  whether  it  be  sense  to  assert  a  colour  is 
like  something  which  is  invisible;  hard  or  soft,  like  something 
which  is  intangible ;  and  so  of  the  rest. 

9.  Some  there  are  who  make  a  distinction  betwixt  primary 
and  secondary  qualities.  By  the  former  they  mean  extension, 
figure,  motion,  rest,  solidity  or  impenetrability,  and  number ; 
by  the   latter  they  denote  all  other  sensible  qualities,  as 

1  In  the  first  edition  this  last  sentence  is  not  found,  but  in  its  place 
we  have  this:  "To  make  this  appear  with  all  the  light  and  evidence  of 
an  Axiom,  it  seems  sufficient  if  I  can  but  awaken  the  reflexion  of  the 
reader,  that  he  may  take  an  impartial  view  of  his  own  meaning,  and 
turn  his  thoughts  upon  the  subject  itself,  free  and  disengaged  from  all 
cmbarras  of  words  and  prepossession  in  favour  of  received  mistakes." 
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colours,  sounds,  tastes,  and  so  forth.  The  ideas  we  have  of 
these  they  acknowledge  not  to  be  the  resemblances  of  anything 
existing  without  the  mind,  or  unperceived,  but  they  will  have 
our  ideas  of  the  primary  qualities  to  be  patterns  or  images  of 
things  which  exist  without  the  mind,  in  an  unthinking  sub- 
stance which  they  call  Matter.  By  Matter,  therefore,  we  are 
to  understand  an  inert,  senseless  substance,  in  which  exten- 
sion, figure,  and  motion  do  actually  subsist.  But  it  is 
evident,  from  what  we  have  already  shewn,  that  extension, 
figure,  and  motion  are  only  ideas  existing  in  the  mind,  and 
that  an  idea  can  be  like  nothing  but  another  idea,  and  that 
consequently  neither  they  nor  their  archetypes  can  exist  in 
an  unperceiving  substance.  Hence,  it  is  plain  that  the  very 
notion  of  what  is  called  Matter  or  corporeal  substance,  involves 
a  contradiction  in  it.1 

10.  They  who  assert  that  figure,  motion,  and  the  rest  of 
the  primary  or  original  qualities  do  exist  without  the  mind  in 
unthinking  substances,  do  at  the  same  time  acknowledge  that 
colours,  sounds,  heat,  cold,  and  suchlike  secondary  qualities, 
do  not — which  they  tell  us  are  sensations  existing  in  the 
mind  alone,  that  depend  on  and  are  occasioned  by  the 
different  size,  texture,  and  motion  of  the  minute  particles  of 
matter.  This  they  take  for  an  undoubted  truth,  which  they 
can  demonstrate  beyond  all  exception.  Now,  if  it  be 
certain  that  those  original  qualities  are  inseparably  united 
with  the  other  sensible  qualities,  and  not,  even  in  thought, 
capable  of  being  abstracted  from  them,  it  plainly  follows 
that  they  exist  only  in  the  mind.  But  I  desire  any  one  to 
reflect  and  try  whether  he  can,  by  any  abstraction  of  thought, 
conceive  the  extension  and  motion  of  a  body  without  all 
other  sensible  qualities.  For  my  own  part,  I  see  evidently 
that  it  is  not  in  my  power  to  frame  an  idea  of  a  body 
extended  and  moving,  but  I  must  withal  give  it  some  colour 
or  other  sensible  quality  which  is  acknowledged  to  exist  only 

1  In  the  first  edition  this  additional  passage  ended  the  section  :  "In- 
somuch that  I  should  not  think  it  necessary  to  spend  more  time  in  ex- 
posing its  absurdity.  But,  because  the  tenet  of  the  existence  of  Matter 
seems  to  have  taken  so  deep  a  root  in  the  minds  of  philosophers,  and 
draws  after  it  so  many  ill  consequences,  I  choose  rather  to  be  thought 
prolix  and  tedious  than  omit  anything  that  might  conduce  to  the  full 
discovery  and  extirpation  of  that  prejudice." 
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in  the  mind.  In  short,  extension,  figure,  and  motion, 
abstracted  from  all  other  qualities,  are  inconceivable.  Where 
therefore  the  other  sensible  qualities  are,  there  must  these  be 
also,  to  wit,  in  the  mind  and  nowhere  else. 

ii.  Again,  great  and  small,  swift  and  slow,  are  allowed  to 
exist  nowhere  without  the  mind,  being  entirely  relative,  and 
changing  as  the  frame  or  position  of  the  organs  of  sense 
varies.  The  extension  therefore  which  exists  without  the 
mind  is  neither  great  nor  small,  the  motion  neither  swift  nor 
slow,  that  is,  they  are  nothing  at  all.  But,  say  you,  they  are 
extension  in  general,  and  motion  in  general :  thus  we  see 
how  much  the  tenet  of  extended  movable  substances  existing 
without  the  mind  depends  on  that  strange  doctrine  of  abstract 
ideas.  And  here  I  cannot  but  remark  how  nearly  the  vague 
and  indeterminate  description  of  Matter  or  corporeal  sub- 
stance, which  the  modern  philosophers  are  run  into  by  their 
own  principles,  resembles  that  antiquated  and  so  much  ridi- 
culed notion  of  materia  prifna,  to  be  met  with  in  Aristotle 
and  his  followers.  Without  extension  solidity  cannot  be 
conceived ;  since  therefore  it  has  been  shewn  that  extension 
exists  not  in  an  unthinking  substance,  the  same  must  also  be 
true  of  solidity. 

12.  That  number  is  entirely  the  creature  of  the  mind,  even 
though  the  other  qualities  be  allowed  to  exist  without,  will  be 
evident  to  whoever  considers  that  the  same  thing  bears  a 
different  denomination  of  number  as  the  mind  views  it  with 
different  respects.  Thus,  the  same  extension  is  one,  or  three, 
or  thirty-six,  according  as  the  mind  considers  it  with  reference 
to  a  yard,  a  foot,  or  an  inch.  Number  is  so  visibly  relative, 
and  dependent  on  men's  understanding,  that  it  is  strange  to 
think  how  any  one  should  give  it  an  absolute  existence  with- 
out the  mind.  We  say  one  book,  one  page,  one  line,  &c.  ; 
all  these  are  equally  units,  though  some  contain  several  of 
the  others.  And  in  each  instance,  it  is  plain,  the  unit  relates 
to  some  particular  combination  of  ideas  arbitrarily  put 
together  by  the  mind. 

13.  Unity  I  know  some  will  have  to  be  a  simple  or  uncom- 
pounded  idea,  accompanying  all  other  ideas  into  the  mind. 
That  I  have  any  such  idea  answering  the  word  unity  I  do  not 
find;  and  if  I  had,  methinks  I  could  not  miss  finding  it :  on 
the  contrary,  it  should  be  the  most  familiar  to  my  under- 
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standing,  since  it  is  said  to  accompany  all  other  ideas,  and  to 
be  perceived  by  all  the  ways  of  sensation  and  reflexion.  To 
say  no  more,  it  is  an  abstract  idea. 

14.  I  shall  farther  add,  that,  after  the  same  manner  as 
modern  philosophers  prove  certain  sensible  qualities  to  have 
no  existence  in  Matter,  or  without  the  mind,  the  same  thing 
may  be  likewise  proved  of  all  other  sensible  qualities  what- 
soever. Thus,  for  instance,  it  is  said  that  heat  and  cold  are 
affections  only  of  the  mind,  and  not  at  all  patterns  of  real 
beings,  existing  in  the  corporeal  substances  which  excite 
them,  for  that  the  same  body  which  appears  cold  to  one 
hand  seems  warm  to  another.  Now,  why  may  we  not  as  well 
argue  that  figure  and  extension  are  not  patterns  or  resem- 
blances of  qualities  existing  in  Matter,  because  to  the  same 
eye  at  different  stations,  or  eyes  of  a  different  texture  at  the 
same  station,  they  appear  various,  and  cannot  therefore  be 
the  images  of  anything  settled  and  determinate  without  the 
mind  ?  Again,  it  is  proved  that  sweetness  is  not  really  in  the 
sapid  thing,  because  the  thing  remaining  unaltered  the  sweet- 
ness is  changed  into  bitter,  as  in  case  of  a  fever  or  otherwise 
vitiated  palate.  Is  it  not  as  reasonable  to  say  that  motion  is 
not  without  the  mind,  since  if  the  succession  of  ideas  in  the 
mind  become  swifter,  the  motion,  it  is  acknowledged,  shall 
appear  slower  without  any  alteration  in  any  external  object  ?x 

15.  In  short,  let  any  one  consider  those  arguments  which 
are  thought  manifestly  to  prove  that  colours  and  taste  exist 
only  in  the  mind,  and  he  shall  find  they  may  with  equal  force 
be  brought  to  prove  the  same  thing  of  extension,  figure, 
and  motion.  Though  it  must  be  confessed  this  method  of 
arguing  does  not  so  much  prove  that  there  is  no  extension  or 
colour  in  an  outward  object,  as  that  we  do  not  know  by  sense 
which  is  the  true  extension  or  colour  of  the  object.  But  the 
arguments  foregoing  plainly  shew  it  to  be  impossible  that  any 
colour  or  extension  at  all,  or  other  sensible  quality  whatso- 
ever, should  exist  in  an  unthinking  subject  without  the  mind, 
or  in  truth,  that  there  should  be  any  such  thing  as  an  out- 
ward object. 

16.  But  let  us  examine  a  little  the  received  opinion. — It  is 
said  extension  is  a  mode  or  accident  of  Matter,  and  that 

1  In  the  first  edition  the  closing  phrase  read  thus  :  "  without  any 
external  alteration." 
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Matter  is  the  substratum  that  supports  it.  Now  I  desire  that 
you  would  explain  to  me  what  is  meant  by  Matter's  supporting 
extension.  Say  you,  I  have  no  idea  of  Matter  and  therefore 
cannot  explain  it.  I  answer,  though  you  have  no  positive, 
yet,  if  you  have  any  meaning  at  all,  you  must  at  least  have 
a  relative  idea  of  Matter ;  though  you  know  not  what  it  is, 
yet  you  must  be  supposed  to  know  what  relation  it  bears  to 
accidents,  and  what  is  meant  by  its  supporting  them.  It  is 
evident  "  support "  cannot  here  be  taken  in  its  usual  or  literal 
sense — as  when  we  say  that  pillars  support  a  building ;  in 
what  sense  therefore  must  it  be  taken?1 

1 7.  If  we  inquire  into  what  the  most  accurate  philosophers 
declare  themselves  to  mean  by  material  substance,  we  shall 
find  them  acknowledge  they  have  no  other  meaning  annexed 
to  those  sounds  but  the  idea  of  Being  in  general,  together 
with  the  relative  notion  of  its  supporting  accidents.  The 
general  idea  of  Being  appeareth  to  me  the  most  abstract  and 
incomprehensible  of  all  other  ;  and  as  for  its  supporting 
accidents,  this,  as  we  have  just  now  observed,  cannot  be 
understood  in  the  common  sense  of  those  words  ;  it  must 
therefore  be  taken  in  some  other  sense,  but  what  that  is  they 
do  not  explain.  So  that  when  I  consider  the  two  parts  or 
branches  which  make  the  signification  of  the  words  material 
substance,  I  am  convinced  there  is  no  distinct  meaning 
annexed  to  them.  But  why  should  we  trouble  ourselves  any 
farther,  in  discussing  this  material  substratum  or  support  of 
figure  and  motion,  and  other  sensible  qualities  ?  Does  it  not 
suppose  they  have  an  existence  without  the  mind  ?  And  is 
not  this  a  direct  repugnancy,  and  altogether  inconceivable  ? 

18.  But,  though  it  were  possible  that  solid,  figured,  mov- 
able substances  may  exist  without  the  mind,  corresponding 
to  the  ideas  we  have  of  bodies,  yet  how  is  it  possible  for  us 
to  know  this  ?  Either  we  must  know  it  by  sense  or  by  reason. 
As  for  our  senses,  by  them  we  have  the  knowledge  only  of 
our  sensations,  ideas,  or  those  things  that  are  immediately 
perceived  by  sense,  call  them  what  you  will :  but  they  do  not 
inform  us  that  things  exist  without  the  mind,  or  unperceived, 
like  to  those  which  are  perceived.     This  the  materialists 

1  In  the  first  edition  this  section  ended  with  the  following  sentence  : 
"For  my  part,  I  am  not  able  to  discover  any  sense  at  all  that  can  be 
applicable  to  it." 
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themselves  acknowledge.  It  remains  therefore  that  if  we  have 
any  knowledge  at  all  of  external  things,  it  must  be  by  reason, 
inferring  their  existence  from  what  is  immediately  perceived 
by  sense.  But  what  reason  can  induce  us  to  believe  the 
existence  of  bodies  without  the  mind,  from  what  we  perceive, 
since  the  very  patrons  of  Matter  themselves  do  not  pretend 
there  is  any  necessary  connexion  betwixt  them  and  our  ideas  ? 
I  say  it  is  granted  on  all  hands  (and  what  happens  in  dreams, 
phrensies,  and  the  like,  puts  it  beyond  dispute)  that  it  is 
possible  we  might  be  affected  with  all  the  ideas  we  have  now, 
though  there  were  no  bodies  existing  without  resembling 
them.  Hence,  it  is  evident  the  supposition  of  external  bodies 
is  not  necessary  for  the  producing  our  ideas ;  since  it  is 
granted  they  are  produced  sometimes,  and  might  possibly  be 
produced  always  in  the  same  order,  we  see  them  in  at  present, 
without  their  concurrence. 

19.  But,  though  we  might  possibly  have  all  our  sensations 
without  them,  yet  perhaps  it  may  be  thought  easier  to  con- 
ceive and  explain  the  manner  of  their  production,  by  sup- 
posing external  bodies  in  their  likeness  rather  than  otherwise ; 
and  so  it  might  be  at  least  probable  there  are  such  things  as 
bodies  that  excite  their  ideas  in  our  minds.  But  neither  can 
this  be  said ;  for,  though  we  give  the  materialists  their 
external  bodies,  they  by  their  own  confession  are  never  the 
nearer  knowing  how  our  ideas  are  produced  ;  since  they  own 
themselves  unable  to  comprehend  in  what  manner  body  can 
act  upon  spirit,  or  how  it  is  possible  it  should  imprint  any 
idea  in  the  mind.  Hence  it  is  evident  the  production  of 
ideas  or  sensations  in  our  minds  can  be  no  reason  why  we 
should  suppose  Matter  or  corporeal  substances,  since  that  is 
acknowledged  to  remain  equally  inexplicable  with  or  without 
this  supposition.  If  therefore  it  were  possible  for  bodies  to 
exist  without  the  mind,  yet  to  hold  they  do  so,  must  needs 
be  a  very  precarious  opinion  ;  since  it  is  to  suppose,  without 
any  reason  at  all,  that  God  has  created  innumerable  beings 
that  are  entirely  useless,  and  serve  to  no  manner  of  purpose. 

20.  In  short,  if  there  were  external  bodies,  it  is  impossible 
we  should  ever  come  to  know  it ;  and  if  there  were  not,  we 
might  have  the  very  same  reasons  to  think  there  were  that 
we  have  now.  Suppose — what  no  one  can  deny  possible — 
an  intelligence  without  the  help  of  external  bodies,  to  be 
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affected  with  the  same  train  of  sensations  or  ideas  that  you 
are,  imprinted  in  the  same  order  and  with  like  vividness  in 
his  mind.  I  ask  whether  that  intelligence  hath  not  all  the 
reason  to  believe  the  existence  of  corporeal  substances,  repre- 
sented by  his  ideas,  and  exciting  them  in  his  mind,  that  you 
can  possibly  have  for  believing  the  same  thing  ?  Of  this 
there  can  be  no  question — which  one  consideration  were 
enough  to  make  any  reasonable  person  suspect  the  strength 
of  whatever  arguments  he  may  think  himself  to  have,  for  the 
existence  of  bodies  without  the  mind. 

21.  Were  it  necessary  to  add  any  farther  proof  against  the 
existence  of  Matter  after  what  has  been  said,  I  could  instance 
several  of  those  errors  and  difficulties  (not  to  mention  im- 
pieties) which  have  sprung  from  that  tenet.  It  has  occa- 
sioned numberless  controversies  and  disputes  in  philosophy, 
and  not  a  few  of  far  greater  moment  in  religion.  But  I  shall 
not  enter  into  the  detail  of  them  in  this  place,  as  well  because 
I  think  arguments  a  posteriori  are  unnecessary  for  confirming 
what  has  been,  if  I  mistake  not,  sufficiently  demonstrated  a 
priori,  as  because  I  shall  hereafter  find  occasion  to  speak  some- 
what of  them. 

22.  I  am  afraid  I  have  given  cause  to  think  I  am  needlessly 
prolix  in  handling  this  subject.  For,  to  what  purpose  is  it  to 
dilate  on  that  which  may  be  demonstrated  with  the  utmost 
evidence  in  a  line  or  two,  to  any  one  that  is  capable  of  the 
least  reflexion  ?  It  is  but  looking  into  your  own  thoughts, 
and  so  trying  whether  you  can  conceive  it  possible  for  a  sound, 
or  figure,  or  motion,  or  colour  to  exist  without  the  mind 
or  unperceived.  This  easy  trial  may  perhaps  make  you  see 
that  what  you  contend  for  is  a  downright  contradiction. 
Insomuch  that  I  am  content  to  put  the  whole  upon  this 
issue  : — If  you  can  but  conceive  it  possible  for  one  extended 
movable  substance,  or,  in  general,  for  any  one  idea,  or  any- 
thing like  an  idea,  to  exist  otherwise  than  in  a  mind  perceiving 
it,  I  shall  readily  give  up  the  cause.  And,  as  for  all  that 
compages  of  external  bodies  you  contend  for,  I  shall  grant 
you  its  existence,  though  you  cannot  either  give  me  any 
reason  why  you  believe  it  exists,  or  assign  any  use  to  it  when 
it  is  supposed  to  exist.  I  say,  the  bare  possibility  of  your 
opinions  being  true  shall  pass  for  an  argument  that  it  is  so. 
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23.  But,  say  you,  surely  there  is  nothing  easier  than  for  me 
to  imagine  trees,  for  instance,  in  a  park,  or  books  existing  in 
a  closet,  and  nobody  by  to  perceive  them.  I  answer,  you 
may  so,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  it ;  but  what  is  all  this,  I 
beseech  you,  more  than  framing  in  your  mind  certain  ideas 
which  you  call  books  and  trees,  and  at  the  same  time  omitting 
to  frame  the  idea  of  any  one  that  may  perceive  them  ?  But 
do  not  you  yourself  perceive  or  think  of  them  all  the  while  ? 
This  therefore  is  nothing  to  the  purpose :  it  only  shews  you 
have  the  power  of  imagining  or  forming  ideas  in  your  mind  ; 
but  it  does  not  shew  that  you  can  conceive  it  possible  the 
objects  of  your  thought  may  exist  without  the  mind.  To 
make  out  this,  it  is  necessary  that  you  conceive  them  existing 
unconceived  or  untho  light  of,  which  is  a  manifest  repugnancy. 
When  we  do  our  utmost  to  conceive  the  existence  of  external 
bodies,  we  are  all  the  while  only  contemplating  our  own 
ideas.  But  the  mind  taking  no  notice  of  itself,  is  deluded  to 
think  it  can  and  does  conceive  bodies  existing  unthought 
of  or  without  the  mind,  though  at  the  same  time  they  are 
apprehended  by  or  exist  in  itself.  A  little  attention  will  dis- 
cover to  any  one  the  truth  and  evidence  of  what  is  here  said, 
and  make  it  unnecessary  to  insist  on  any  other  proofs  against 
the  existence  of  material  substance. 

24.1  It  is  very  obvious,  upon  the  least  inquiry  into  our 
thoughts,  to  know  whether  it  be  possible  for  us  to  understand 
what  is  meant  by  the  absolute  existence  of  sensible  objects  in 
themselves,  or  without  the  mind.  To  me  it  is  evident  those 
words  mark  out  either  a  direct  contradiction,  or  else  nothing 
at  all.  And  to  convince  others  of  this,  I  know  no  readier  or 
fairer  way  than  to  entreat  they  would  calmly  attend  to  their 
own  thoughts;  and  if  by  this  attention  the  emptiness  or 
repugnancy  of  those  expressions  does  appear,  surely  no- 
thing more  is  requisite  for  their  conviction.  It  is  on  this 
therefore  that  I  insist,  to  wit,  that  the  absolute  existence  of 
unthinking  things  are  words  without  a  meaning,  or  which 
include  a  contradiction.  This  is  what  I  repeat  and  inculcate, 
and  earnestly  recommend  to  the  attentive  thoughts  of  the 
reader. 

1  In  the  first  edition  this  section  began  thus  :  "  Could  men  but  for- 
bear to  amuse  themselves  with  words,  we  should,  I  believe,  soon  come 
to  an  agreement  in  this  point.     It  is  very  obvious,"  &c. 
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25.  All  our  ideas,  sensations,  or  the  things  which  we 
perceive,  by  whatsoever  names  they  may  be  distinguished, 
are  visibly  inactive — there  is  nothing  of  power  or  agency  in- 
cluded in  them.  So  that  one  idea  or  object  of  thought 
cannot  produce  or  make  any  alteration  in  another.  To  be 
satisfied  of  the  truth  of  this,  there  is  nothing  else  requisite  but 
a  bare  observation  of  our  ideas.  For,  since  they  and  every 
part  of  them  exist  only  in  the  mind,  it  follows  that  there  is 
nothing  in  them  but  what  is  perceived :  but  whoever  shall 
attend  to  his  ideas,  whether  of  sense  or  reflexion,  will  not 
perceive  in  them  any  power  or  activity  ;  there  is,  therefore, 
no  such  thing  contained  in  them.  A  little  attention  will  dis- 
cover to  us  that  the  very  being  of  an  idea  implies  passiveness 
and  inertness  in  it,  insomuch  that  it  is  impossible  for  an  idea 
to  do  anything,  or,  strictly  speaking,  to  be  the  cause  of  any- 
thing :  neither  can  it  be  the  resemblance  or  pattern  of  any 
active  being,  as  is  evident  from  sect.  8.  Whence  it  plainly 
follows  that  extension,  figure,  and  motion  cannot  be  the 
cause  of  our  sensations.  To  say,  therefore,  that  these  are 
the  effects  of  powers  resulting  from  the  configuration, 
number,  motion,  and  size  of  corpuscles,  must  certainly  be 
false. 

26.  We  perceive  a  continual  succession  of  ideas,  some  are 
anew  excited,  others  are  changed  or  totally  disappear. 
There  is  therefore  some  cause  of  these  ideas,  whereon  they 
depend,  and  which  produces  and  changes  them.  That  this 
cause  cannot  be  any  quality  or  idea  or  combination  of  ideas, 
is  clear  from  the  preceding  section.  It  must  therefore  be  a 
substance ;  but  it  has  been  shewn  that  there  is  no  corporeal 
or  material  substance :  it  remains  therefore  that  the  cause  of 
ideas  is  an  incorporeal  active  substance  or  Spirit. 

27.  A  spirit  is  one  simple,  undivided,  active  being — as  it 
perceives  ideas  it  is  called  the  understanding,  and  as  it  pro- 
duces or  otherwise  operates  about  them  it  is  called  the  will. 
Hence  there  can  be  no  idea  formed  of  a  soul  or  spirit ;  for 
all  ideas  whatever,  being  passive  and  inert  (Vide  sect.  25), 
they  cannot  represent  unto  us,  by  way  of  image  or  likeness, 
that  which  acts.  A  little  attention  will  make  it  plain  to  any 
one,  that  to  have  an  idea  which  shall  be  like  that  active 
principle  of  motion  and  change  of  ideas  is  absolutely  im- 
possible.    Such  is  the  nature  of  spirit,  or  that  which  acts 
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that  it  cannot  be  of  itself  perceived,  but  only  by  the  effects 
which  it  produceth.  If  any  man  shall  doubt  of  the  truth  of 
what  is  here  delivered,  let  him  but  reflect  and  try  if  he  can 
frame  the  idea  of  any  power  or  active  being  ;  and  whether 
he  has  ideas  of  two  principal  powers,  marked  by  the  names 
will  and  understanding,  distinct  from  each  other  as  well  as 
from  a  third  idea  of  Substance  or  Being  in  general,  with  a 
relative  notion  of  its  supporting  or  being  the  subject  of  the 
aforesaid  powers — which  is  signified  by  the  name  soul  or 
spirit.  This  is  what  some  hold  ;  but,  so  far  as  I  can  see, 
the  words  will,  soul,  spirit,  do  not  stand  for  different  ideas, 
or,  in  truth,  for  any  idea  at  all,  but  for  something  which  is 
very  different  from  ideas,  and  which,  being  an  agent,  cannot 
be  like  unto,  or  represented  by,  any  idea  whatsoever. 
Though  it  must  be  owned  at  the  same  time  that  we  have 
some  notion  of  soul,  spirit,  and  the  operations  of  the  mind : 
such  as  willing,  loving,  hating — inasmuch  as  we  know  or 
understand  the  meaning  of  these  words.1 

28.  I  find  I  can  excite  ideas  in  my  mind  at  pleasure,  and 
vary  and  shift  the  scene  as  oft  as  I  think  fit.  It  is  no 
more  than  willing,  and  straightway  this  or  that  idea  arises 
in  my  fancy ;  and  by  the  same  power  it  is  obliterated  and 
makes  way  for  another.  This  making  and  unmaking  of 
ideas  doth  very  properly  denominate  the  mind  active.  Thus 
much  is  certain  and  grounded  on  experience  :  but  when  we 
talk  of  unthinking  agents,  or  of  exciting  ideas  exclusive  of 
volition,  we  only  amuse  ourselves  with  words. 

29.  But,  whatever  power  I  may  have  over  my  own 
thoughts,  I  find  the  ideas  actually  perceived  by  Sense  have 
not  a  like  dependence  on  my  will.  When  in  broad  daylight 
I  open  my  eyes,  it  is  not  in  my  power  to  choose  whether  I 
shall  see  no,  or  to  determine  what  particular  objects  shall 
present  themselves  to  my  view;  and  so  likewise  as  to  the 
hearing  and  other  senses,  the  ideas  imprinted  on  them  are 
not  creatures  of  my  will.  There  is  therefore  some  other 
Will  or  Spirit  that  produces  them. 

u     30.  The  ideas  of  Sense  are  more  strong,  lively,  and  dis- 
tinct than  those  of  the  imagination ;  they  have  likewise  a 

1  The  closing  sentence  of  this  section,  "Though  it  must  be  owned," 
&c,  was  added  to  the  last  edition. 
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steadiness,  order,  and  coherence,  and  are  not  excited  at 
random,  as  those  which  are  the  effects  of  human  wills  often 
are,  but  in  a  regular  train  or  series,  the  admirable  connexion 
whereof  sufficiently  testifies  the  wisdom  and  benevolence  of 
its  Author.  Now  the  set  rules  or  established  methods 
wherein  the  Mind  we  depend  on  excites  in  us  the  ideas  of 
sense,  are  called  the  laws  of  nature ;  and  these  we  learn  by 
experience,  which  teaches  us  that  such  and  such  ideas  are 
attended  with  such  and  such  other  ideas,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  things. 

31.  This  gives  us  a  sort  of  foresight  which  enables  us  to 
regulate  our  actions  for  the  benefit  of  life.  And  without  this 
we  should  be  eternally  at  a  loss  ;  we  could  not  know  how  to 
act  anything  that  might  procure  us  the  least  pleasure,  or 
remove  the  least  pain  of  sense.  That  food  nourishes,  sleep 
refreshes,  and  fire  warms  us  ;  that  to  sow  in  the  seed-time  is 
the  way  to  reap  in  the  harvest ;  and  in  general  that  to  obtain 
such  or  such  ends,  such  or  such  means  are  conducive — all 
this  we  know,  not  by  discovering  any  necessary  connexion 
between  our  ideas,  but  only  by  the  observation  of  the  settled 
laws  of  nature,  without  which  we  should  be  all  in  uncertainty 
and  confusion,  and  a  grown  man  no  more  know  how  to 
manage  himself  in  the  affairs  of  life  than  an  infant  just 
born. 

32.  And  yet  this  consistent  uniform  working,  which  so 
evidently  displays  the  goodness  and  wisdom  of  that  Govern- 
ing Spirit  whose  Will  constitutes  the  laws  of  nature,  is  so  far 
from  leading  our  thoughts  to  Him,  that  it  rather  sends  them 
wandering  after  second  causes.  For,  when  we  perceive  cer- 
tain ideas  of  Sense  constantly  followed  by  other  ideas  and 
we  know  this  is  not  of  our  own  doing,  we  forthwith  attri- 
bute power  and  agency  to  the  ideas  themselves,  and  make 
one  the  cause  of  another,  than  which  nothing  can  be  more 
absurd  and  unintelligible.  Thus,  for  example,  having  ob- 
served that  when  we  perceive  by  sight  a  certain  round  lumin- 
ous figure  we  at  the  same  time  perceive  by  touch  the  idea 
or  sensation  called  heat,  we  do  from  thence  conclude  the 
sun  to  be  the  cause  of  heat.  And  in  like  manner  perceiving 
the  motion  and  collision  of  bodies  to  be  attended  with 
sound,  we  are  inclined  to  think  the  latter  an  effect  of  the 
former. 
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b  33.  The  ideas  imprinted  on  the  Senses  by  the  Author  of 
nature  are  called  real  things:  and  those  excited  in  the 
imagination  being  less  regular,  vivid,  and  constant,  are 
more  properly  termed  ideas,  or  images  of  things,  which  they 
copy  and  represent.  But  then  our  sensations,  be  they 
never  so  vivid  and  distinct,  are  nevertheless  ideas,  that  is, 
they  exist  in  the  mind,  or  are  perceived  by  it,  as  truly  as  the 
ideas  of  its  own  framing.  The  ideas  of  Sense  are  allowed  to 
have  more  reality  in  them,  that  is,  to  be  more  strong,  orderly, 
and  coherent  than  the  creatures  of  the  mind  ;  but  this  is  no 
argument  that  they  exist  without  the  mind.  They  are  also 
less  dependent  on  the  spirit,  or  thinking  substance  which 
perceives  them,  in  that  they  are  excited  by  the  will  of 
another  and  more  powerful  spirit ;  yet  still  they  are  ideas, 
and  certainly  no  idea,  whether  faint  or  strong,  can  exist 
otherwise  than  in  a  mind  perceiving  it. 

\^/  34.  Before  we  proceed  any  farther  it  is  necessary  we  spend 
some  time  in  answering  objections  which  may  probably  be 
made  against  the  principles  we  have  hitherto  laid  down.  In 
doing  of  which,  if  I  seem  too  prolix  to  those  of  quick 
apprehensions,  I  hope  it  may  be  pardoned,  since  all  men  do 
not  equally  apprehend  things  of  this  nature,  and  I  am  willing 
to  be  understood  by  every  one. 

First,  then,  it  will  be  objected  that  by  the  foregoing  prin- 
ciples all  that  is  real  and  substantial  in  nature  is  banished  out 
of  the  world,  and  instead  thereof  a  chimerical  scheme  of 
ideas  takes  place.  All  things  that  exist,  exist  only  in  the  mind, 
that  is,  they  are  purely  notional.  What  therefore  becomes 
of  the  sun,  moon,  and  stars?  What  must  we  think  of 
houses,  rivers,  mountains,  trees,  stones;  nay,  even  of  our 
own  bodies  ?  Are  all  these  but  so  many  chimeras  and  illu- 
sions on  the  fancy  ?  To  all  which,  and  whatever  else  of  the 
same  sort  may  be  objected,  I  answer,  that  by  the  principles 
premised  we  are  not  deprived  of  any  one  thing  in  nature. 
Whatever  we  see,  feel,  hear,  or  anywise  conceive  or  understand 
remains  as  secure  as  ever,  and  is  as  real  as  ever.  There  is 
a  rerum  natura,  and  the  distinction  between  realities  and 
chimeras  retains  its  full  force.  This  is  evident  from  sect.  29, 
30,  and  33,  where  we  have  shewn  what  is  meant  by  real. 
things,  in  opposition  to  chimeras  or  ideas  of  our  own  fram- 
1  o  •  ? 
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ing ;  but  then  they  both  equally  exist  in  the  mind,  and  in 
that  sense  are  alike  ideas. 

35.  I  do  not  argue  against  the  existence  of  any  one  thing 
that  we  can  apprehend  either  by  sense  or  reflexion.  That 
the  things  I  see  with  my  eyes  and  touch  with  my  hands  do 
exist,  really  exist,  I  make  not  the  least  question.  The  only 
thing  whose  existence  we  deny  is  that  which  philosophers  call 
Matter  or  corporeal  substance.  And  in  doing  of  this  there 
is  no  damage  done  to  the  rest  of  mankind,  who,  I  dare  say, 
will  never  miss  it.  The  Atheist  indeed  will  want  the  colour 
of  an  empty  name  to  support  his  impiety  ;  and  the  Philo- 
sophers may  possibly  find  they  have  lost  a  great  handle  for 
trifling  and  disputation.1 

36.  If  any  man  thinks  this  detracts  from  the  existence  or 
reality  of  things,  he  is  very  far  from  understanding  what 
hath  been  premised  in  the  plainest  terms  I  could  think  of. 
Take  here  an  abstract  of  what  has  been  said: — There  are 
spiritual  substances,  minds,  or  human  souls,  which  will  or 
excite  ideas  in  themselves  at  pleasure  ;  but  these  are  faint, 
weak,  and  unsteady  in  respect  of  others  they  perceive  by 
sense — which,  being  impressed  upon  them  according  to 
certain  rules  or  laws  of  nature,  speak  themselves  the  effects 
of  a  mind  more  powerful  and  wise  than  human  spirits. 
These  latter  are  said  to  have  more  reality  in  them  than  the 
former ; — by  which  is  meant  that  they  are  more  affecting, 
orderly,  and  distinct,  and  that  they  are  not  fictions  of  the 
mind  perceiving  them.  And  in  this  sense  the  sun  that  I  see 
by  day  is  the  real  sun,  and  that  which  I  imagine  by  night  is 
the  idea  of  the  former.  In  the  sense  here  given  of  reality 
it  is  evident  that  every  vegetable,  star,  mineral,  and  in 
general  each  part  of  the  mundane  system,  is  as  much  a  real 
being  by  our  principles  as  by  any  other.  Whether  others 
mean  anything  by  the  term  reality  different  from  what  I  do, 
I  entreat  them  to  look  into  their  own  thoughts  and  see. 

37.  It  will  be  urged  that  thus  much  at  least  is  true,  to  wit, 
that  we  take  away  all  corporeal  substance.  To  this  my 
answer  is,  that  if  the  word  substance  be  taken  in  the  vulgar 
sense — for  a  combination  of  sensible  qualities,  such  as 
extension,  solidity,  weight,  and  the  like — this  we  cannot  be 

1  In  the  first  edition  this  sentence  follows  :  "  But  that  is  all  the  harm 
that  I  can  see  done." 
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accused  of  taking  away :  but  if  it  be  taken  in  a  philosophic 
sense — for  the  support  of  accidents  or  qualities  without  the 
mind — then  indeed  I  acknowledge  that  we  take  it  away,  if 
one  may  be  said  to  take  away  that  which  never  had  any 
existence,  not  even  in  the  imagination. 

38.  But  after  all,  say  you,  it  sounds  very  harsh  to  say  we 
eat  and  drink  ideas,  and  are  clothed  with  ideas.  I  acknow- 
ledge it  does  so — the  word  idea  not  being  used  in  common 
discourse  to  signify  the  several  combinations  of  sensible 
qualities  which  are  called  things  ;  and  it  is  certain  that  any 
expression  which  varies  from  the  familiar  use  of  language 
will  seem  harsh  and  ridiculous.  But  this  doth  not  concern 
the  truth  of  the  proposition,  which  in  other  words  is  no  more 
than  to  say,  we  are  fed  and  clothed  with  those  things  which 
we  perceive  immediately  by  our  senses.  The  hardness  or 
softness,  the  colour,  taste,  warmth,  figure,  and  suchlike 
qualities,  which  combined  together  constitute  the  several 
sorts  of  victuals  and  apparel,  have  been  shewn  to  exist  only 
in  the  mind  that  perceives  them ;  and  this  is  all  that  is  meant 
by  calling  them  ideas ;  which  word  if  it  was  as  ordinarily 
used  as  thing,  would  sound  no  harsher  nor  more  ridiculous 
than  it.  I  am  not  for  disputing  about  the  propriety,  but  the 
truth  of  the  expression.  If  therefore  you  agree  with  me  that 
we  eat  and  drink  and  are  clad  with  the  immediate  objects  of 
sense,  which  cannot  exist  unperceived  or  without  the  mind, 
I  shall  readily  grant  it  is  more  proper  or  conformable  to 
custom  that  they  should  be  called  things  rather  than  ideas. 

39.  If  it  be  demanded  why  I  make  use  of  the  word  idea, 
and  do  not  rather  in  compliance  with  custom  call  them 
things  ;  I  answer,  I  do  it  for  two  reasons  : — first,  because  the 
term  thing  in  contradistinction  to  idea,  is  generally  supposed 
to  denote  somewhat  existing  without  the  mind ;  secondly, 
because  thing  hath  a  more  comprehensive  signification  than 
idea,  including  spirit  or  thinking  things  as  well  as  ideas. 
Since  therefore  the  objects  of  sense  exist  only  in  the  mind, 
and  are  withal  thoughtless  and  inactive,  I  chose  to  mark 
them  by  the  word  idea,  which  implies  those  properties. 

40.  But,  say  what  we  can,  some  one  perhaps  may  be  apt  to 
reply,  he  will  still  believe  his  senses,  and  never  suffer  any 
arguments,  how  plausible  soever,  to  prevail  over  the  certainty 
of  them.     Be  it  so ;  assert  the  evidence  of  sense  as  high  as 


196  OF  THE   PRINCIPLES 

you  please,  we  are  willing  to  do  the  same.  That  what  I  see, 
hear,  and  feel  doth  exist,  that  is  to  say,  is  perceived  by  me, 
I  no  more  doubt  than  I  do  of  my  own  being.  But  I  do  not 
see  how  the  testimony  of  sense  can  be  alleged  as  a  proof  for 
the  existence  of  anything  which  is  not  perceived  by  sense. 
We  are  not  for  having  any  man  turn  sceptic  and  disbelieve 
his  senses ;  on  the  contrary,  we  give  them  all  the  stress  and 
assurance  imaginable;  nor  are  there  any  principles  more 
opposite  to  Scepticism  than  those  we  have  laid  down,  as 
shall  be  hereafter  clearly  shewn. 

41.  Secondly,  it  will  be  objected  that  there  is  a  great  differ- 
ence betwixt  real  fire  for  instance,  and  the  idea  of  fire,  be- 
twixt dreaming  or  imagining  oneself  burnt,  and  actually 
being  so :  if  you  suspect  it  to  be  only  the  idea  of  fire  which 
you  see,  do  but  put  your  hand  into  it  and  you  will  be  con- 
vinced with  a  witness.  This  and  the  like  may  be  urged  in 
opposition  to  our  tenets.  To  all  which  the  answer  is  evident 
from  what  hath  been  already  said  ;  and  I  shall  only  add  in 
this  place,  that  if  real  fire  be  very  different  from  the  idea  of 
fire,  so  also  is  the  real  pain  that  it  occasions  very  different  from 
the  idea  of  the  same  pain,  and  yet  nobody  will  pretend  that 
real  pain  either  is,  or  can  possibly  be,  in  an  unperceiving 
thing,  or  without  the  mind,  any  more  than  its  idea. 

"**  42.  Thirdly,  it  will  be  objected  that  we  see  things  actually 
without  or  at  a  distance  from  us,  and  which  consequently  do 
not  exist  in  the  mind  ;  it  being  absurd  that  those  things  which 
are  seen  at  the  distance  of  several  miles  should  be  as  near  to 
us  as  our  own  thoughts.  In  answer  to  this,  I  desire  it  may 
be  considered  that  in  a  dream  we  do  oft  perceive  things  as 
existing  at  a  great  distance  off,  and  yet  for  all  that,  those  things 
are  acknowledged  to  have  their  existence  only  in  the  mind. 
43.  But,  for  the  fuller  clearing  of  this  point,  it  may  be 
worth  while  to  consider  how  it  is  that  we  perceive  distance 
and  things  placed  at  a  distance  by  sight.  For,  that  we 
should  in  truth  see  external  space,  and  bodies  actually  exist- 
ing in  it,  some  nearer,  others  farther  off,  seems  to  carry  with 
it  some  opposition  to  what  hath  been  said  of  their  existing 
nowhere  without  the  mind.  The  consideration  of  this  diffi- 
culty it  was  that  gave  birth  to  my  "  Essay  towards  a  New 
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Theory  of  Vision,"  which  was  published  not  long  since, 
wherein  it  is  shewn  that* distance  or  outness  is  neither 
immediately  of  itself  perceived  by  sight,  nor  yet  apprehended 
or  judged  of  by  lines  and  angles,  or  anything  that  hath  a 
necessary  connexion  with  it ;  but  that  it  is  only  suggested  to 
our  thoughts  by  certain  visible  ideas  and  sensations  attend- 
ing vision,  which  in  their  own  nature  have  no  manner  of 
similitude  or  relation  either  with  distance  or  things  placed  at 
a  distance ;  but,  by  a  connexion  taught  us  by  experience, 
they  come  to  signify  and  suggest  them  to  us,  after  the  same 
manner  that  words  of  any  language  suggest  the  ideas  they 
are  made  to  stand  for ;  insomuch  that  a  man  born  blind  and 
afterwards  made  to  see,  would  not,  at  first  sight,  think  the 
things  he  saw  to  be  without  his  mind,  or  at  any  distance 
from  him.     See  sect.  41  of  the  forementioned  treatise. 

44.  The  ideas  of  sight  and  touch  make  two  species  entirely 
distinct  and  heterogeneous.  The  former  are  marks  and 
prognostics  of  the  latter.  That  the  proper  objects  of  sight 
neither  exist  without  the  mind,  nor  are  the  images  of  external 
things,  was  shewn  even  in  that  treatise.  Though  throughout 
the  same  the  contrary  be  supposed  true  of  tangible  objects 
—not  that  to  suppose  that  vulgar  error  was  necessary  for 
establishing  the  notion  therein  laid  down,  but  because  it  was 
beside  my  purpose  to  examine  and  refute  it  in  a  discourse 
concerning  Vision.  So  that  in  strict  truth  the  ideas  of  sight, - 
when  we  apprehend  by  them  distance  and  things  placed  at  a 
distance,  do  not  suggest  or  mark  out  to  us  things  actually 
existing  at  a  distance,  but  only  admonish  us  what  ideas  of 
touch  will  be  imprinted  in  our  minds  at  such  and  such 
distances  of  time,  and  in  consequence  of  such  or  such 
actions.  It  is,  I  say,  evident  from  what  has  been  said  in  the 
foregoing  parts  of  this  Treatise,  and  in  sect.  147  and  else- 
where of  the  Essay  concerning  Vision,  that  visible  ideas  are 
the  Language  whereby  the  Governing  Spirit  on  whom  we 
depend  informs  us  what  tangible  ideas  he  is  about  to  imprint 
upon  us,  in  case  we  excite  this  or  that  motion  in  our  own 
bodies.  But  for  a  fuller  information  in  this  point  I  refer  to 
the  Essay  itself. 

45.  Fourthly,  it  will  be  objected  that  from  the  foregoing 
principles  it  follows  things  are  every  moment  annihilated  and 
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created  anew.  The  objects  of  sense  exist  only  when  they 
are  perceived ;  the  trees  therefore  are  in  the  garden,  or  the 
chairs  in  the  parlour,  no  longer  than  while  there  is  somebody 
by  to  perceive  them.  Upon  shutting  my  eyes  all  the  furni- 
ture in  the  room  is  reduced  to  nothing,  and  barely  upon 
opening  them  it  is  again  created.  In  answer  to  all  which,  I 
refer  the  reader  to  what  has  been  said  in  sect.  3,  4,  &c,  and 
desire  he  will  consider  whether  he  means  anything  by  the 
actual  existence  of  an  idea  distinct  from  its  being  perceived. 
For  my  part,  after  the  nicest  inquiry  I  could  make,  I  am  not 
able  to  discover  that  anything  else  is  meant  by  those  words  ; 
and  I  once  more  entreat  the  reader  to  sound  his  own 
thoughts,  and  not  suffer  himself  to  be  imposed  on  by  words. 
If  he  can  conceive  it  possible  either  for  his  ideas  or  their 
archetypes  to  exist  without  being  perceived,  then  I  give  up 
the  cause ;  but  if  he  cannot,  he  will  acknowledge  it  is  un- 
reasonable for  him  to  stand  up  in  defence  of  he  knows  not 
what,  and  pretend  to  charge  on  me  as  an  absurdity  the  not 
assenting  to  those  propositions  which  at  bottom  have  no 
meaning  in  them. 

46.  It  will  not  be  amiss  to  observe  how  far  the  received 
principles  of  philosophy  are  themselves  chargeable  with  those 
pretended  absurdities.  It  is  thought  strangely  absurd  that 
upon  closing  my  eyelids  all  the  visible  objects  around  me 
should  be  reduced  to  nothing ;  and  yet  is  not  this  what 
philosophers  commonly  acknowledge,  when  they  agree  on  all 
hands  that  light  and  colours,  which  alone  are  the  proper  and 
immediate  objects  of  sight,  are  mere  sensations  that  exist  no 
longer  than  they  are  perceived?  Again,  it  may  to  some 
perhaps  seem  very  incredible  that  things  should  be  every 
moment  creating,  yet  this  very  notion  is  commonly  taught  in 
the  schools.  For  the  Schoolmen,  though  they  acknowledge 
the  existence  of  Matter,  and  that  the  whole  mundane  fabric 
is  framed  out  of  it,  are  nevertheless  of  opinion  that  it  cannot 
subsist  without  the  divine  conservation,  which  by  them  is 
expounded  to  be  a  continual  creation. 

47.  Farther,  a  little  thought  will  discover  to  us  that  though 
we  allow  the  existence  of  Matter  or  corporeal  substance,  yet 
it  will  unavoidably  follow,  from  the  principles  which  are  now 
generally  admitted,  that  the  particular  bodies,  of  what  kind 
soever,  do  none  of  them  exist  whilst  they  are  not  perceived. 


OF   HUMAN   KNOWLEDGE.  I99 

For,  it  is  evident  from  sect,  n  and  the  following  sections, 
that  the  Matter  philosophers  contend  for  is  an  incompre- 
hensible somewhat,  which  hath  none  of  those  particular 
qualities  whereby  the  bodies  falling  under  our  senses  are 
distinguished  one  from  another.  But,  to  make  this  more 
plain,  it  must  be  remarked  that  the  infinite  divisibility  of 
Matter  is  now  universally  allowed,  at  least  by  the  most 
approved  and  considerable  philosophers,  who  on  the  received 
principles  demonstrate  it  beyond  all  exception.  Hence,  it 
follows  there  is  an  infinite  number  of  parts  in  each  particle 
of  Matter  which  are  not  perceived  by  sense.  The  reason 
therefore  that  any  particular  body  seems  to  be  of  a  finite 
magnitude,  or  exhibits  only  a  finite  number  of  parts  to  sense, 
is,  not  because  it  contains  no  more,  since  in  itself  it  contains 
an  infinite  number  of  parts,  but  because  the  sense  is  not 
acute  enough  to  discern  them.  In  proportion  therefore  as 
the  sense  is  rendered  more  acute,  it  perceives  a  greater 
number  of  parts  in  the  object,  that  is,  the  object  appears 
greater,  and  its  figure  varies,  those  parts  in  its  extremities 
which  were  before  unperceivable  appearing  now  to  bound  it 
in  very  different  lines  and  angles  from  those  perceived  by  an 
robtuser  sense.  And  at  length,  after  various  changes  of  size 
and  shape,  when  the  sense  becomes  infinitely  acute  the  body 
shall  seem  infinite.  During  all  which  there  is  no  alteration 
in  the  body,  but  only  in  the  sense.  Each  body  therefore, 
considered  in  itself,  is  infinitely  extended,  and  consequently 
void  of  all  shape  or  figure.  From  which  it  follows  that, 
though  we  should  grant  the  existence  of  Matter  to  be  never 
so  certain,  yet  it  is  withal  as  certain,  the  materialists  them- 
selves are  by  their  own  principles  forced  to  acknowledge, 
that  neither  the  particular  bodies  perceived  by  sense,  nor 
anything  like  them,  exists  without  the  mind.  Matter,  I  say, 
and  each  particle  thereof,  is  according  to  them  infinite  and 
shapeless,' and  it  is  the  mind  that  frames  all  that  variety  of 
bodies  which  compose  the  visible  world,  any  one  whereof 
does  not  exist  longer  than  it  is  perceived. 

48.  If  we  consider  it,  the  objection  proposed  in  sect. 
45  will  not  be  found  reasonably  charged  on  the  principles 
we  have  premised,  so  as  in  truth  to  make  any  objection 
at  all  against  our  notions.  For,  though  we  hold  indeed 
the  objects  of  sense  to  be   nothing  else  but  ideas  which 
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cannot  exist  unperceived ;  yet  we  may  not  hence  conclude 
they  have  no  existence  except  only  while  they  are  per- 
ceived by  us,  since  there  may  be  some  other  spirit  that 
perceives  them  though  we  do  not.  Wherever  bodies  are 
said  to  have  no  existence  without  the  mind,  I  would  not  be 
understood  to  mean  this  or  that  particular  mind,  but  all 
minds  whatsoever.  It  does  not  therefore  follow  from  the 
foregoing  principles  that  bodes  are  annihilated  and  created 
every  moment,  or  exist  not  at  all  during  the  intervals  between 
our  perception  of  them. 

49.  Fifthly,  it  may  perhaps  be  objected  that  if  extension 
and  figure  exist  only  in  the  mind,  it  follows  that  the  mind  is 
extended  and  figured  ;  since  extension  is  a  mode  or  attribute 
which  (to  speak  with  the  schools)  is  predicated  of  the  subject 
in  which  it  exists.  I  answer,  those  qualities  are  in  the  mind 
only  as  they  are  perceived  by  it — that  is,  not  by  way  of  mode 
or  attribute,  but  only  by  way  of  idea ;  and  it  no  more  follows 
the  soul  or  mind  is  extended,  because  extension  exists  in  it 
alone,  than  it  does  that  it  is  red  or  blue,  because  those 
colours  are  on  all  hands  acknowledged  to  exist  in  it,  and 
nowhere  else.  As  to  what  philosophers  say  of  subject  and 
mode,  that  seems  very  groundless  and  unintelligible.  For 
instance,  in  this  proposition  "a  die  is  hard,  extended,  and 
square,"  they  will  have  it  that  the  word  die  denotes  a  subject 
or  substance,  distinct  from  the  hardness,  extension,  and 
figure  which  are  predicated  of  it,  and  in  which  they  exist. 
This  I  cannot  comprehend  :  to  me  a  die  seems  to  be  nothing 
distinct  from  those  things  which  are  termed  its  modes  or 
accidents.  And,  to  say  a  die  is  hard,  extended,  and  square 
is  not  to  attribute  those  qualities  to  a  subject  distinct  from 
and  supporting  them,  but  only  an  explication  of  the  mean- 
ing of  the  word  die. 

50.  Sixthly,  you  will  say  there  have  been  a  great  many 
things  explained  by  matter  and  motion ;  take  away  these 
and  you  destroy  the  whole  corpuscular  philosophy,  and 
undermine  those  mechanical  principles  which  have  been  ap- 
plied with  so  much  success  to  account  for  the  phenomena. 
In  short,  whatever  advances  have  been  made,  either  by 
ancient  or  modern  philosophers,  in  the  study  of  nature  do  all 
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proceed  on  the  supposition  that  corporeal  substance  or  Matter 
doth  really  exist.  To  this  I  answer  that  there  is  not  any  one 
phenomenon  explained  on  that  supposition  which  may  not  as 
well  be  explained  without  it,  as  might  easily  be  made  appear 
by  an  induction  of  particulars.  To  explain  the  phenomena, 
is  all  one  as  to  shew  why,  upon  such  and  such  occasions,  we 
are  affected  with  such  and  such  ideas.  But  how  Matter  should 
operate  on  a  Spirit,  or  produce  any  idea  in  it,  is  what  no 
philosopher  will  pretend  to  explain ;  it  is  therefore  evident 
there  can  be  no  use  of  Matter  in  natural  philosophy.  Besides, 
they  who  attempt  to  account  for  things  do  it  not  by  corporeal 
substance,  but  by  figure,  motion,  and  other  qualities,  which 
are  in  truth  no  more  than  mere  ideas,  and  therefore  cannot 
be  the  cause  of  anything,  as  hath  been  already  shewn.  See 
sect.  25. 

51.  Seventhly,  it  will  upon  this  be  demanded  whether  it 
does  not  seem  absurd  to  take  away  natural  causes,  and 
ascribe  everything  to  the  immediate  operation  of  Spirits  ? 
We  must  no  longer  say  upon  these  principles  that  fire  heats, 
or  water  cools,  but  that  a  Spirit  heats,  and  so  forth.  Would 
not  a  man  be  deservedly  laughed  at,  who  should  talk  after 
this  manner  ?  I  answer,  he  would  so ;  in  such  things  we 
ought  to  "  think  with  the  learned,  and  speak  with  the  vulgar." 
They  who  to  demonstration  are  convinced  of  the  truth  of  the 
Copernican  system  do  nevertheless  say  "the  sunrises,"  "the 
sun  sets,"  or  "  comes  to  the  meridian  ;  "  and  if  they  affected  a 
contrary  style  in  common  talk  it  would  without  doubt  appear 
very  ridiculous.  A  little  reflexion  on  what  is  here  said  will 
make  it  manifest  that  the  common  use  of  language  would  re- 
ceive no  manner  of  alteration  or  disturbance  from  the  ad- 
mission of  our  tenets. 

52.  In  the  ordinary  affairs  of  life,  any  phrases  may  be  re- 
tained, so  long  as  they  excite  in  us  proper  sentiments,  or  dis- 
positions to  act  in  such  a  manner  as  is  necessary  for  our 
well-being,  how  false  soever  they  may  be  if  taken  in  a  strict 
and  speculative  sense.  Nay,  this  is  unavoidable,  since,  pro- 
priety being  regulated  by  custom,  language  is  suited  to  the 
received  opinions,  which  are  not  always  the  truest.  Hence 
it  is  impossible,  even  in  the  most  rigid,  philosophic  reason- 
ings, so  far  to  alter  the  bent  and  genius  of  the  tongue  we 
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speak,  as  never  to  give  a  handle  for  cavillers  to  pretend 
difficulties  and  inconsistencies.  But,  a  fair  and  ingenuous 
reader  will  collect  the  sense  from  the  scope  and  tenor  and 
connexion  of  a  discourse,  making  allowances  for  those  inac- 
curate modes  of  speech  which  use  has  made  inevitable. 

53.  As  to  the  opinion  that  there  are  no  Corporeal  Causes, 
this  has  been  heretofore  maintained  by  some  of  the  School- 
men, as  it  is  of  late  by  others  among  the  modern  philosophers, 
who  though  they  allow  Matter  to  exist,  yet  will  have  God  alone 
to  be  the  immediate  efficient  cause  of  all  things.  These 
men  saw  that  amongst  all  the  objects  of  sense  there  was  none 
which  had  any  power  or  activity  included  in  it ;  and  that  by 
consequence  this  was  likewise  true  of  whatever  bodies  they 
supposed  to  exist  without  the  mind,  like  unto  the  immediate 
objects  of  sense.  But  then,  that  they  should  suppose  an  in- 
numerable multitude  of  created  beings,  which  they  acknow- 
ledge are  not  capable  of  producing  any  one  effect  in  nature, 
and  which  therefore  are  made  to  no  manner  of  purpose, 
since  God  might  have  done  everything  as  well  without  them  : 
this  I  say,  though  we  should  allow  it  possible,  must  yet  be  a 
very  unaccountable  and  extravagant  supposition. 

54.  In  the  eighth  place,  the  universal  concurrent  assent  of 
mankind  may  be  thought  by  some  an  invincible  argument  in 
behalf  of  Matter,  or  the  existence  of  external  things.  Must 
we  suppose  the  whole  world  to  be  mistaken  ?  And  if  so,  what 
cause  can  be  assigned  of  so  widespread  and  predominant 
an  error  ?  I  answer,  first,  that,  upon  a  narrow  inquiry,  it 
will  not  perhaps  be  found  so  many  as  is  imagined  do  really 
believe  the  existence  of  Matter  or  things  without  the  mind. 
Strictly  speaking,  to  believe  that  which  involves  a  contra- 
diction, or  has  no  meaning  in  it,  is  impossible ;  and  whether 
the  foregoing  expressions  are  not  of  that  sort,  I  refer  it  to  the 
impartial  examination  of  the  reader.  In  one  sense,  indeed, 
men  may  be  said  to  believe  that  Matter  exists,  that  is,  they 
act  as  if  the  immediate  cause  of  their  sensations,  which 
affects  them  every  moment,  and  is  so  nearly  present  to  them, 
were  some  senseless  unthinking  being.  But,  that  they  should 
clearly  apprehend  any  meaning  marked  by  those  words,  and 
form  thereof  a  settled  speculative  opinion,  is  what  I  am  not 
able  to  conceive.     This  is  not  the  only  instance  wherein  men 
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impose  upon  themselves,  by  imagining  they  believe  those 
propositions  which  they  have  often  heard,  though  at  bottom 
they  have  no  meaning  in  them. 

55.  But  secondly,  though  we  should  grant  a  notion  to  be 
never  so  universally  and  steadfastly  adhered  to,  yet  this  is 
but  a  weak  argument  of  its  truth  to  whoever  considers  what 
a  vast  number  of  prejudices  and  false  opinions  are  every- 
where embraced  with  the  utmost  tenaciousness,  by  the  un- 
reflecting (which  are  the  far  greater)  part  of  mankind. 
There  was  a  time  when  the  antipodes  and  motion  of  the 
earth  were  looked  upon  as  monstrous  absurdities  even  by 
men  of  learning :  and  if  it  be  considered  what  a  small  pro- 
portion they  bear  to  the  rest  of  mankind,  we  shall  find  that 
at  this  day  those  notions  have  gained  but  a  very  inconsider- 
able footing  in  the  world. 

56.  But  it  is  demanded  that  we  assign  a  cause  of  this 
prejudice,  and  account  for  its  obtaining  in  the  world.  To 
this  I  answer,  that  men  knowing  they  perceived  several 
ideas,  whereof  they  themselves  were  not  the  authors — as 
not  being  excited  from  within  nor  depending  on  the  opera- 
tion of  their  wills — this  made  them  maintain  those  ideas,  or 
objects  of  perception  had  an  existence  independent  of  and 
without  the  mind,  without  ever  dreaming  that  a  contradiction 
was  involved  in  those  words.  But,  philosophers  having 
plainly  seen  that  the  immediate  objects  of  perception  do 
not  exist  without  the  mind,  they  in  some  degree  corrected 
the  mistake  of  the  vulgar ;  but  at  the  same  time  run  into 
another  which  seems  no  less  absurd,  to  wit,  that  there  are 
certain  objects  really  existing  without  the  mind,  or  having  a 
subsistence  distinct  from  being  perceived,  of  which  our 
ideas  are  only  images  or  resemblances,  imprinted  by  those 
objects  on  the  mind.  And  this  notion  of  the  philosophers 
owes  its  origin  to  the  same  cause  with  the  former,  namely, 
their  being  conscious  that  they  were  not  the  authors  of  their 
own  sensations,  which  they  evidently  knew  were  imprinted 
from  without,  and  which  therefore  must  have  some  cause 
distinct  from  the  minds  on  which  they  are  imprinted. 

57.  But  why  they  should  suppose  the  ideas  of  sense  to  be 
excited  in  us  by  things  in  their  likeness,  and  not  rather  have 
recourse  to  Spirit  which  alone  can  act,  may  be  accounted 
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for,  first,  because  they  were  not  aware  of  the  repugnancy 
there  is,  as  well  in  supposing  things  like  unto  our  idead 
existing  without,  as  in  attributing  to  them  power  or  activity. 
Secondly,  because  the  Supreme  Spirit  which  excites  those 
ideas  in  our  minds,  is  not  marked  out  and  limited  to  our 
view  by  any  particular  finite  collection  of  sensible  ideas,  as 
human  agents  are  by  their  size,  complexion,  limbs,  and 
motions.  And  thirdly,  because  His  operations  are  regular 
and  uniform.  Whenever  the  course  of  nature  is  interrupted 
by  a  miracle,  men  are  ready  to  own  the  presence  of  a  superior 
agent.  But,  when  we  see  things  go  on  in  the  ordinary 
course  they  do  not  excite  in  us  any  reflexion ;  their  order 
and  concatenation,  though  it  be  an  argument  of  the  greatest 
wisdom,  power,  and  goodness  in  their  creator,  is  yet  so 
constant  and  familiar  to  us  that  we  do  not  think  them  the 
immediate  effects  of  a  Free  Spirit ;  especially  since  incon- 
sistency and  mutability  in  acting,  though  it  be  an  imperfec- 
tion, is  looked  on  as  a  mark  oi  freedom. 

58.  Tenthly,  it  will  be  objected  that  the  notions  we 
advance  are  inconsistent  with  several  sound  truths  in 
philosophy  and  mathematics.  For  example,  the  motion  of 
the  earth  is  now  universally  admitted  by  astronomers  as  a 
truth  grounded  on  the  clearest  and  most  convincing  reasons. 
But,  on  the  foregoing  principles,  there  can  be  no  such  thing. 
For,  motion  being  only  an  idea,  it  follows  that  if  it  be  not 
perceived  it  exists  not :  but  the  motion  of  the  earth  is  not 
perceived  by  sense.  I  answer,  that  tenet,  if  rightly  under- 
stood, will  be  found  to  agree  with  the  principles  we  have 
premised ;  for,  the  question  whether  the  earth  moves  or  no 
amounts  in  reality  to  no  more  than  this,  to  wit,  whether  we 
have  reason  to  conclude,  from  what  has  been  observed  by 
astronomers,  that  if  we  were  placed  in  such  and  such  cir- 
cumstances, and  such  or  such  a  position  and  distance  both 
from  the  earth  and  sun,  we  should  perceive  the  former  to 
move  among  the  choir  of  the  planets,  and  appearing  in  all 
respects  like  one  of  them  ;  and  this,  by  the  established  rules 
of  nature  which  we  have  no  reason  to  mistrust,  is  reasonably 
collected  from  the  phenomena. 

59.  We  may,  from  the  experience  we  have  had  of  the 
train  and  succession  of  ideas  in  our  minds,  often  make.  I 
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will  not  say  uncertain  conjectures,  but  sure  and  well-grounded 
predictions  concerning  the  ideas  we  shall  be  affected  with 
pursuant  to  a  great  train  of  actions,  and  be  enabled  to  pass 
a  right  judgment  of  what  would  have  appeared  to  us,  in  case 
we  were  placed  in  circumstances  very  different  from  those 
we  are  in  at  present.  Herein  consists  the  knowledge  of 
nature,  which  may  preserve  its  use  and  certainty  very  con- 
sistently with  what  hath  been  said.  It  will  be  easy  to  apply 
this  to  whatever  objections  of  the  like  sort  may  be  drawn 
from  the  magnitude  of  the  stars,  or  any  other  discoveries  in 
astronomy  or  nature. 

60.  In  the  eleventh  place,  it  will  be  demanded  to  what 
purpose  serves  that  curious  organization  of  plants,  and  the 
animal  mechanism  in  the  parts  of  animals ;  might  not  vege- 
tables grow,  and  shoot  forth  leaves  and  blossoms,  and 
animals  perform  all  their  motions  as  well  without  as  with  all 
that  variety  of  internal  parts  so  elegantly  contrived  and  put 
together ;  which,  being  ideas,  have  nothing  powerful  or 
operative  in  them,  nor  have  any  necessary  connexion  with 
the  effects  ascribed  to  them?  If  it  be  a  Spirit  that  im- 
mediately produces  every  effect  by  a  fiat  or  act  of  his  will, 
we  must  think  all  that  is  fine  and  artificial  in  the  works, 
whether  of  man  or  nature,  to  be  made  in  vain.  By  this 
doctrine,  though  an  artist  hath  made  the  spring  and  wheels, 
and  every  movement  of  a  watch,  and  adjusted  them  in  such 
a  manner  as  he  knew  would  produce  the  motions  he  de- 
signed, yet  he  must  think  all  this  done  to  no  purpose,  and 
that  it  is  an  Intelligence  which  directs  the  index,  and  points 
to  the  hour  of  the  day.  If  so,  why  may  not  the  Intelligence 
do  it,  without  his  being  at  the  pains  of  making  the  move- 
ments and  putting  them  together?  Why  does  not  an  empty 
case  serve  as  well  as  another  ?  And  how  comes  it  to  pass 
that  whenever  there  is  any  fault  in  the  going  of  a  watch, 
there  is  some  corresponding  disorder  to  be  found  in  the 
movements,  which  being  mended  by  a  skilful  hand  all  is 
right  again  ?  The  like  may  be  said  of  all  the  clockwork  of 
nature,  great  part  whereof  is  so  wonderfully  fine  and  subtle 
as  scarce  to  be  discerned  by  the  best  microscope.  In  short, 
it  will  be  asked,  how,  upon  our  principles,  any  tolerable 
account  can  be  given,  or  any  final  cause  assigned  of  an  in- 
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numerable  multitude  of  bodies  and  machines,  framed  with 
the  most  exquisite  art,  which  in  the  common  philosophy  have 
very  apposite  uses  assigned  them,  and  serve  to  explain  abund- 
ance of  phenomena  ? 

6 1.  To  all  which  I  answer,  first,  that  though  there  were 
some  difficulties  relating  to  the  administration  of  Providence, 
and  the  uses  by  it  assigned  to  the  several  parts  of  nature, 
which  I  could  not  solve  by  the  foregoing  principles,  yet  this 
objection  could  be  of  small  weight  against  the  truth  and 
certainty  of  those  things  which  may  be  proved  a  priori,  with 
the  utmost  evidence.  Secondly,  but  neither  are  the  received 
principles  free  from  the  like  difficulties ;  for,  it  may  still  be 
demanded  to  what  end  God  should  take  those  roundabout 
methods  of  effecting  things  by  instruments  and  machines, 
which  no  one  can  deny  might  have  been  effected  by  the 
mere  command  of  His  will  without  all  that  apparatus : 
nay,  if  we  narrowly  consider  it,  we  shall  find  the  objection 
may  be  retorted  with  greater  force  on  those  who  hold  the 
existence  of  those  machines  without  the  mind ;  for  it  has 
been  made  evident  that  solidity,  bulk,  figure,  motion,  and 
the  like  have  no  activity  or  efficacy  in  them,  so  as  to  be 
capable  of  producing  any  one  effect  in  nature.  See  sect. 
25.  Whoever  therefore  supposes  them  to  exist  (allowing 
the  supposition  possible)  when  they  are  not  perceived  does 
it  manifestly  to  no  purpose ;  since  the  only  use  that  is  as- 
signed to  them,  as  they  exist  unperceived,  is  that  they  pro- 
duce those  perceivable  effects  which  in  truth  cannot  be 
ascribed  to  anything  but  Spirit. 

62.  But,  to  come  nigher  the  difficulty,  it  must  be  observed 
that  though  the  fabrication  of  all  those  parts  and  organs  be 
not  absolutely  necessary  to  the  producing  any  effect,  yet  it 
is  necessary  to  the  producing  of  things  in  a  constant  regular 
way  according  to  the  laws  of  nature.  There  are  certain 
general  laws  that  run  through  the  whole  chain  of  natural 
effects :  these  are  learned  by  the  observation  and  study  of 
nature,  and  are  by  men  applied  as  well  to  the  framing 
artificial  things  for  the  use  and  ornament  of  life  as  to  the 
explaining  the  various  phenomena — which  explication  con- 
sists only  in  shewing  the  conformity  any  particular  phe- 
nomenon hath  to  the  general  laws  of  nature,  or,  which  is  the 
same  thing,  in  discovering  the  uniformity  there  is  in  the  pro- 
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duction  of  natural  effects ;  as  will  be  evident  to  whoever 
shall  attend  to  the  several  instances  wherein  philosophers 
pretend  to  account  for  appearances.  That  there  is  a  great 
and  conspicuous  use  in  these  regular  constant  methods  of 
working  observed  by  the  Supreme  Agent  hath  been  shewn 
in  sect.  31.  And  it  is  no  less  visible  that  a  particular  size, 
figure,  motion,  and  disposition  of  parts  are  necessary,  though 
not  absolutely  to  the  producing  any  effect,  yet  to  the  produc- 
ing it  according  to  the  standing  mechanical  laws  of  nature. 
Thus,  for  instance,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  God,  or  the 
Intelligence  that  sustains  and  rules  the  ordinary  course  of 
things,  might  if  He  were  minded  to  produce  a  miracle, 
cause  all  the  motions  on  the  dial-plate  of  a  watch,  though 
nobody  had  ever  made  the  movements  and  put  them  in  it : 
but  yet,  if  He  will  act  agreeably  to  the  rules  of  mechanism, 
by  Him  for  wise  ends  established  and  maintained  in  the 
creation,  it  is  necessary  that  those  actions  of  the  watchmaker, 
whereby  he  makes  the  movements  and  rightly  adjusts  them, 
precede  the  production  of  the  aforesaid  motions ;  as  also 
that  any  disorder  in  them  be  attended  with  the  perception  of 
some  corresponding  disorder  in  the  movements,  which  being 
once  corrected  all  is  right  again. 

63.  It  may  indeed  on  some  occasions  be  necessary  that 
the  Author  of  nature  display  His  overruling  power  in 
producing  some  appearance  out  of  the  ordinary  series  of 
things.  Such  exceptions  from  the  general  rules  of  nature 
are  proper  to  surprise  and  awe  men  into  an  acknowledgment 
of  the  Divine  Being;  but  then  they  are  to  be  used  but  seldom, 
otherwise  there  is  a  plain  reason  why  they  should  fail  of  that 
effect.  Besides,  God  seems  to  choose  the  convincing  our 
reason  of  His  attributes  by  the  works  of  nature,  which  dis- 
cover so  much  harmony  and  contrivance  in  their  make,  and 
are  such  plain  indications  of  wisdom  and  beneficence  in  their 
Author,  rather  than  to  astonish  us  into  a  belief  of  His  Being 
by  anomalous  and  surprising  events. 

64.  To  set  this  matter  in  a  yet  clearer  light,  I  shall  observe 
that  what  has  been  objected  in  sect.  60  amounts  in  reality  to 
no  more  than  this : — ideas  are  not  anyhow  and  at  random 
produced,  there  being  a  certain  order  and  connexion  between 
them,  like  to  that  of  cause  and  effect :  there  are  also  several 
combinations  of  them  made  in  a  very  regular  and  artificial 
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manner,  which  seem  like  so  many  instruments  in  the  hand  of 
nature  that,  being  hid  as  it  were  behind  the  scenes,  have  a 
secret  operation  in  producing  those  appearances  which  are 
seen  on  the  theatre  of  the  world,  being  themselves  discernible 
only  to  the  curious  eye  of  the  philosopher.  But,  since  one 
idea  cannot  be  the  cause  of  another,  to  what  purpose  is  that 
connexion  ?  And,  since  those  instruments,  being  barely 
inefficacious  perceptions  in  the  mind,  are  not  subservient  to 
the  production  of  natural  effects,  it  is  demanded  why  they 
are  made  ;  or,  in  other  words,  what  reason  can  be  assigned 
why  God  should  make  us,  upon  a  close  inspection  into  His 
works,  behold  so  great  variety  of  ideas  so  artfully  laid  together, 
and  so  much  according  to  rule;  it  not  being  credible  that 
He  would  be  at  the  expense  (if  one  may  so  speak)  of  all  that 
art  and  regularity  to  no  purpose. 

65.  To  all  which  my  answer  is,  first,  that  the  connexion  of 
ideas  does  not  imply  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  but  only 
of  a  mark  or  sign  with  the  thing  signified.  The  fire  which  I 
see  is  not  the  cause  of  the  pain  I  suffer  upon  my  approach- 
ing it,  but  the  mark  that  forewarns  me  of  it.  In  like  manner 
the  noise  that  I  hear  is  not  the  effect  of  this  or  that  motion 
or  collision  of  the  ambient  bodies,  but  the  sign  thereof. 
Secondly,  the  reason  why  ideas  are  formed  into  machines, 
that  is,  artificial  and  regular  combinations,  is  the  same  with 
that  for  combining  letters  into  words.  That  a  few  original 
ideas  may  be  made  to  signify  a  great  number  of  effects  and 
actions,  it  is  necessary  they  be  variously  combined  together. 
And,  to  the  end  their  use  be  permanent  and  universal,  these 
combinations  must  be  made  by  rule,  and  with  wise  contrivance. 
By  this  means  abundance  of  information  is  conveyed  unto  us, 
concerning  what  we  are  to  expect  from  such  and  such  actions 
and  what  methods  are  proper  to  be  taken  for  the  exciting  such 
and  such  ideas ;  which  in  effect  is  all  that  I  conceive  to  be 
distinctly  meant  when  it  is  said  that,  by  discerning  the  figure, 
texture,  and  mechanism  of  the  inward  parts  of  bodies,  whether 
natural  or  artificial,  we  may  attain  to  know  the  several  uses 
and  properties  depending  thereon,  or  the  nature  of  the  thing. 

66.  Hence,  it  is  evident  that  those  things  which,  under 
the  notion  of  a  cause  co-operating  or  concurring  to  the 
production  of  effects,  are  altogether  inexplicable,  and  run  us 
into  great  absurdities,  may  be  very  naturally  explained,  and 
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have  a  proper  and  obvious  use  assigned  to  them,  when  they 
are  considered  only  as  marks  or  signs  for  our  information. 
And  it  is  the  searching  after  and  endeavouring  to  understand 
those  signs  instituted  by  the  Author  of  Nature,1  that  ought 
to  be  the  employment  of  the  natural  philosopher ;  and  not 
the  pretending  to  explain  things  by  corporeal  causes,  which 
doctrine  seems  to  have  too  much  estranged  the  minds  of 
men  from  that  active  principle,  that  supreme  and  wise  Spirit 
"in  whom  we  live,  move,  and  have  our  being." 

67.  In  the  twelfth  place,  it  may  perhaps  be  objected  that 
— though  it  be  clear  from  what  has  been  said  that  there  can 
be  no  such  thing  as  an  inert,  senseless,  extended,  solid, 
figured,  movable  substance  existing  without  the  mind,  such 
as  philosophers  describe  Matter — yet,  if  any  man  shall  leave 
out  of  his  idea  of  matter  the  positive  ideas  of  extension, 
figure,  solidity  and  motion,  and  say  that  he  means  only  by 
that  word  an  inert,  senseless  substance,  that  exists  without 
the  mind  or  unperceived,  which  is  the  occasion  of  our  ideas, 
or  at  the  presence  whereof  God  is  pleased  to  excite  ideas  in 
us :  it  doth  not  appear  but  that  Matter  taken  in  this  sense 
may  possibly  exist.  In  answer  to  which  I  say,  first,  that  it 
seems  no  less  absurd  to  suppose  a  substance  without 
accidents,  than  it  is  to  suppose  accidents  without  a  substance. 
But  secondly,  though  we  should  grant  this  unknown  substance 
may  possibly  exist,  yet  where  can  it  be  supposed  to  be? 
That  it  exists  not  in  the  mind  is  agreed ;  and  that  it  exists 
not  in  place  is  no  less  certain; — since  all  place  or  extension 
exists  only  in  the  mind,  as  hath  been  already  proved.  It 
remains  therefore  that  it  exists  nowhere  at  all. 

68.  Let  us  examine  a  little  the  description  that  is  here 
given  us  of  matter.  It  neither  acts,  nor  perceives,  nor  is 
perceived ;  for  this  is  all  that  is  meant  by  saying  it  is  an 
inert,  senseless,  unknown  substance ;  which  is  a  definition 
entirely  made  up  of  negatives,  excepting  only  the  relative 
notion  of  its  standing  under  or  supporting.  But  then  it  must 
be  observed  that  it  supports  nothing  at  all,  and  how  nearly 
this  comes  to  the  description  of  a  nonentity  I  desire  may  be 
considered.     But,  say  you,  it  is  the  unknown  occasion,  at  the 

1  In  the  first  edition  this  phrase  read  thus  :   "  this  Language  (if  I  may 
so  call  it)  of  the  Author  of  Nature." 
I.  P 
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presence  of  which  ideas  are  excited  in  us  by  the  will  of  God. 
Now,  I  would  fain  know  how  anything  can  be  present  to  us, 
which  is  neither  perceivable  by  sense  nor  reflexion,  nor 
capable  of  producing  any  idea  in  our  minds,  nor  is  at  all  ex- 
tended, nor  hath  any  form,  nor  exists  in  any  place.  The 
words  "  to  be  present,"  when  thus  applied,  must  needs  be 
taken  in  some  abstract  and  strange  meaning,  and  which  I  am 
not  able  to  comprehend. 

69.  Again,  let  us  examine  what  is  meant  by  occasion.  So 
far  as  I  can  gather  from  the  common  use  of  language,  that 
word  signifies  either  the  agent  which  produces  any  effect,  or 
else  something  that  is  observed  to  accompany  or  go  before  it 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  things.  But,  when  it  is  applied  to 
Matter  as  above  described,  it  can  be  taken  in  neither  of  those 
senses ;  for  Matter  is  said  to  be  passive  and  inert,  and  so 
cannot  be  an  agent  or  efficient  cause.  It  is  also  unperceivable, 
as  being  devoid  of  all  sensible  qualities,  and  so  cannot  be 
the  occasion  of  our  perceptions  in  the  latter  sense  :  as  when 
the  burning  my  finger  is  said  to  be  the  occasion  of  the  pain 
that  attends  it.  What  therefore  can  be  meant  by  calling 
matter  an  occasion  ?  This  term  is  either  used  in  no  sense  at 
all,  or  else  in  some  very  distant  from  its  received  signification. 

70.  You  will  perhaps  say  that  Matter,  though  it  be  not 
perceived  by  us,  is  nevertheless  perceived  by  God,  to  whom 
it  is  the  occasion  of  exciting  ideas  in  our  minds.  For,  say 
you,  since  we  observe  our  sensations  to  be  imprinted  in  an 
orderly  and  constant  manner,  it  is  but  reasonable  to  suppose 
there  are  certain  constant  and  regular  occasions  of  their  being 
produced.  That  is  to  say,  that  there  are  certain  permanent 
and  distinct  parcels  of  Matter,  corresponding  to  our  ideas, 
which,  though  they  do  not  excite  them  in  our  minds,  or  any- 
wise immediately  affect  us,  as  being  altogether  passive  and 
unperceivable  to  us,  they  are  nevertheless  to  God,  by 
whom  they  are  perceived,  as  it  were  so  many  occasions  to 
remind  Him  when  and  what  ideas  to  imprint  on  our  minds  : 
that  so  things  may  go  on  in  a  constant  uniform  manner 

71.  In  answer  to  this,  I  observe  that,  as  the  notion  of 
Matter  is  here  stated,  the  question  is  no  longer  concerning 
the  existence  of  a  thing  distinct  from  Spirit  and  idea,  from 
perceiving  and  being  perceived ;  but  whether  there  are  not 
certain  ideas  of  I  know  not  what  sort,  in  the  mind  of  God, 


OF   HUMAN   KNOWLEDGE.  211 

which  are  so  many  marks  or  notes  that  direct  Him  how  to 
produce  sensations  in  our  minds  in  a  constant  and  regular 
method — much  after  the  same  manner  as  a  musician  is 
directed  by  the  notes  of  music  to  produce  that  harmonious 
train  and  composition  of  sound  which  is  called  a  tune, 
though  they  who  hear  the  music  do  not  perceive  the  notes, 
and  may  be  entirely  ignorant  of  them.  But,  this  notion  of 
Matter '  seems  too  extravagant  to  deserve  a  confutation. 
Besides,  it  is  in  effect  no  objection  against  what  we  have 
advanced,  viz.  that  there  is  no  senseless  unperceived  substance. 

72.  If  we  follow  the  light  of  reason,  we  shall,  from  the 
constant  uniform  method  of  our  sensations,  collect  the 
goodness  and  wisdom  of  the  Spirit  who  excites  them  in  our 
minds ;  but  this  is  all  that  I  can  see  reasonably  concluded 
from  thence.  To  me,  I  say,  it  is  evident  that  the  being  of  a 
spirit  infinitely  wise,  good,  and  powerful  is  abundantly 
sufficient  to  explain  all  the  appearances  of  nature.  But,  as 
for  inert,  senseless  Matter,  nothing  that  I  perceive  has  any 
the  least  connexion  with  it,  or  leads  to  the  thoughts  of  it. 
And  I  would  fain  see  any  one  explain  any  the  meanest 
phenomenon  in  nature  by  it,  or  shew  any  manner  of  reason, 
though  in  the  lowest  rank  of  probability,  that  he  can  have 
for  its  existence,  or  even  make  any  tolerable  sense  or  mean- 
ing of  that  supposition.  For,  as  to  its  being  an  occasion,  we 
have,  I  think,  evidently  shewn  that  with  regard  to  us  it  is  no 
occasion.  It  remains  therefore  that  it  must  be,  if  at  all,  the 
occasion  to  God  of  exciting  ideas  in  us  ;  and  what  this 
amounts  to  we  have  just  now  seen. 

73.  It  is  worth  while  to  reflect  a  little  on  the  motives 
which  induced  men  to  suppose  the  existence  of  materia/  sub- 
stance ;  that  so  having  observed  the  gradual  ceasing  and  ex- 
piration of  those  motives  or  reasons,  we  may  proportionably 
withdraw  the  assent  that  was  grounded  on  them.  First, 
therefore,  it  was  thought  that  colour,  figure,  motion,  and 
the  rest  of  the  sensible  qualities  or  accidents,  did  really  exist 
without  the  mind  ;  and  for  this  reason  it  seemed  needful  to 
suppose  some  unthinking  substratum  or  substance  wherein 
they  did  exist,  since  they  could  not  be  conceived  to  exist 

1  In  the  first  edition  between  "Matter"  and  "seems"  occurred  this 
parenthesis  "  (which  after  all  is  the  only  intelligible  one  that  I  can  pick, 
from  what  is  said  of  unknown  Occasions)." 
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by  themselves.  Afterwards,  in  process  of  time,  men  being 
convinced  that  colours,  sounds,  and  the  rest  of  the  sen- 
sible, secondary  qualities  had  no  existence  without  the 
mind,  they  stripped  this  substratum  or  material  substance 
of  those  qualities,  leaving  only  the  primary  ones,  figure, 
motion,  and  suchlike,  which  they  still  conceived  to  exist 
without  the  mind,  and  consequently  to  stand  in  need  of 
a  material  support.  But,  it  having  be  shewn  that  none 
even  of  these  can  possibly  exist  therwise  than  in  a  Spirit  or 
Mind  which  perceives  them  it  follows  that  we  have  no 
longer  any  reason  to  suppose  the  being  of  Matter ;  nay,  that 
it  is  utterly  impossible  there  should  be  any  such  thing,  so  long 
as  that  word  is  taken  to  denote  an  unthinking  substratum  of 
qualities  or  accidents  wherein  they  exist  without  the  mind. 

74.  But  though  it  be  allowed  by  the  materialists  them- 
selves that  Matter  was  thought  of  only  for  the  sake  of  sup- 
porting accidents,  and,  the  reason  entirely  ceasing,  one 
might  expect  the  mind  should  naturally,  and  without  any 
reluctance  at  all,  quit  the  belief  of  what  was  solely  grounded 
thereon  :  yet  the  prejudice  is  riveted  so  deeply  in  our 
thoughts,  that  we  can  scarce  tell  how  to  part  with  it,  and  are 
therefore  inclined,  since  the  thing  itself  is  indefensible,  at 
least  to  retain  the  name,  which  we  apply  to  I  know  not  what 
abstracted  and  indefinite  notions  of  being,  or  occasion, 
though  without  any  show  of  reason,  at  least  so  far  as  I  can 
see.  For,  what  is  there  on  our  part,  or  what  do  we  perceive, 
amongst  all  the  ideas,  sensations,  notions  which  are  imprinted 
on  our  minds,  either  by  sense  or  reflexion,  from  whence 
may  be  inferred  the  existence  of  an  inert,  thoughtless,  unper- 
ceived  occasion  ?  and,  on  the  other  hand,  on  the  part  of  an 
All-sufficient  Spirit,  what  can  there  be  that  should  make  us 
believe  or  even  suspect  He  is  directed  by  an  inert  occasion 
to  excite  ideas  in  our  minds  ? 

75.  It  is  a  very  extraordinary  instance  of  the  force  of  pre- 
judice, and  much  to  be  lamented,  that  the  mind  of  man 
retains  so  great  a  fondness,  against  all  the  evidence  of 
reason,  for  a  stupid  thoughtless  somewhat,  by  the  interposi- 
tion whereof  it  would  as  it  were  screen  itself  from  the 
Providence  of  God,  and  remove  it  farther  off  from  the 
affairs  of  the  world.  But,  though  we  do  the  utmost  we  can 
to  secure  the  belief  of  Matter,  though,  when  reason  forsakes 
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us,  we  endeavour  to  support  our  opinion  on  the  bare 
possibility  of  the  thing,  and  though  we  indulge  ourselves  in 
the  full  scope  of  an  imagination  not  regulated  by  reason  to 
make  out  that  poor  possibility,  yet  the  upshot  of  all  is,  that 
there  are  certain  unknown  Ideas  in  the  mind  of  God ;  for  this, 
if  anything,  is  all  that  I  conceive  to  be  meant  by  occasion 
with  regard  to  God.  And  this  at  the  bottom  is  no  longer 
contending  for  the  thing,  but  for  the  name. 

76.  Whether  therefore  there  are  such  Ideas  in  the  mind 
of  God,  and  whether  they  may  be  called  by  the  name  Matter, 
I  shall  not  dispute.  But,  if  you  stick  to  the  notion  of  an 
unthinking  substance  or  support  of  extension,  motion,  and 
other  sensible  qualities,  then  to  me  it  is  most  evidently  im- 
possible there  should  be  any  such  thing ;  since  it  is  a  plain 
repugnancy  that  those  qualities  should  exist  in  or  be  sup- 
ported by  an  unperceiving  substance. 

77.  But,  say  you,  though  it  be  granted  that  there  is  no 
thoughtless  support  of  extension  and  the  other  qualities  or 
accidents  which  we  perceive,  yet  there  may  perhaps  be  some 
inert,  unperceiving  substance  or  substratum  of  some  other 
qualities,  as  incomprehensible  to  us  as  colours  are  to  a  man 
born  blind,  because  we  have  not  a  sense  adapted  to  them. 
But,  if  we  had  a  new  sense,  we  should  possibly  no  more 
doubt  of  their  existence  than  a  blind  man  made  to  see  does 
of  the  existence  of  light  and  colours.  I  answer,  first,  if  what 
you  mean  by  the  word  Matter  be  only  the  unknown  support 
of  unknown  qualities,  it  is  no  matter  whether  there  is  such 
a  thing  or  no,  since  it  no  way  concerns  us  ;  and  I  do  not 
see  the  advantage  there  is  in  disputing  about  what  we  know 
not  what,  and  we  know  not  why. 

78.  But,  secondly,  if  we  had  a  new  sense  it  could  only 
furnish  us  with  new  ideas  or  sensations  ;  and  then  we  should 
have  the  same  reason  against  their  existing  in  an  unperceiv- 
ing substance  that  has  been  already  offered  with  relation  to 
figure,  motion,  colour,  and  the  like.  Qualities,  as  hath  been 
shewn,  are  nothing  else  but  sensations  or  ideas,  which  exist 
only  in  a  mind  perceiving  them  ;  and  this  is  true  not  only  of 
the  ideas  we  are  acquainted  with  at  present,  but  likewise  of 
all  possible  ideas  whatsoever. 

79.  But,  you  will  insist,  what  if  I  have  no  reason  to  be- 
lieve the  existence  of  Matter  ?  what  if  I  cannot  assign  any 
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use  to  it  or  explain  anything  by  it,  or  even  conceive  what  is 
meant  by  that  word  ?  yet  still  it  is  no  contradiction  to  say 
that  Matter  exists,  and  that  this  Matter  is  in  general  a  sub- 
stance, or  occasion  of  ideas ;  though  indeed  to  go  about  to 
unfold  the  meaning  or  adhere  to  any  particular  explication 
of  those  words  may  be  attended  with  great  difficulties.  I 
answer,  when  words  are  used  without  a  meaning,  you  may 
put  them  together  as  you  please  without  danger  of  running 
into  a  contradiction.  You  may  say,  for  example,  that  twice 
two  is  equal  to  seven,  so  long  as  you  declare  you  do  not 
take  the  words  of  that  proposition  in  their  usual  acceptation 
but  for  marks  of  you  know  not  what.  And,  by  the  same 
reason,  you  may  say  there  is  an  inert  thoughtless  substance 
without  accidents  which  is  the  occasion  of  our  ideas.  And  we 
shall  understand  just  as  much  by  one  proposition  as  the  other. 

80.  In  the  last  place,  you  will  say,  what  if  we  give  up  the 
cause  of  material  Substance,  and  stand  to  it  that  Matter  is 
an  unknown  somewhat — neither  substance  nor  accident, 
spirit  nor  idea,  inert,  thoughtless,  indivisible,  immovable, 
unextended,  existing  in  no  place?  For,  say  you,  whatever 
may  be  urged  against  substance  or  occasion,  or  any  other 
positive  or  relative  notion  of  Matter,  hath  no  place  at  all,  so 
long  as  this  negative  definition  of  Matter  is  adhered  to.  I 
answer,  you  may,  if  so  it  shall  seem  good,  use  the  word 
"  Matter  "  in  the  same  sense  as  other  men  use  "  nothing,"  and 
so  make  those  terms  convertible  in  your  style.  For,  after 
all,  this  is  what  appears  to  me  to  be  the  result  of  that  defini- 
tion, the  parts  whereof  when  I  consider  with  attention, 
either  collectively  or  separate  from  each  other,  I  do  not  find 
that  there  is  any  kind  of  effect  or  impression  made  on  my 
mind  different  from  what  is  excited  by  the  term  nothing. 

81.  You  will  reply,  perhaps,  that  in  the  foresaid  definition 
is  included  what  doth  sufficiently  distinguish  it  from  no- 
thing— the  positive  abstract  idea  of  quiddity,  entity,  or  exist- 
ence. I  own,  indeed,  that  those  who  pretend  to  the  faculty 
of  framing  abstract  general  ideas  do  talk  as  if  they  had  such 
an  idea,  which  is,  say  they,  the  most  abstract  and  general 
notion  of  all ;  that  is,  to  me,  the  most  incomprehensible  of 
all  others.  That  there  are  a  great  variety  of  spirits  of  differ- 
ent orders  and  capacities,  whose  faculties  both  in  number 
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and  extent  are  far  exceeding  those  the  Author  of  my 
being  has  bestowed  on  me,  I  see  no  reason  to  deny.  And 
for  me  to  pretend  to  determine  by  my  own  few,  stinted, 
narrow  inlets  of  perception,  what  ideas  the  inexhaustible 
power  of  the  Supreme  Spirit  may  imprint  upon  them  were 
certainly  the  utmost  folly  and  presumption — since  there  may 
be,  for  ought  that  I  know,  innumerable  sorts  of  ideas  or 
sensations,  as  different  from  one  another,  and  from  all  that 
I  have  perceived,  as  colours  are  from  sounds.  But,  how 
ready  soever  I  may  be  to  acknowledge  the  scantiness  of  my 
comprehension  with  regard  to  the  endless  variety  of  spirits 
and  ideas  that  may  possibly  exist,  yet  for  anyone  to  pretend 
to  a  notion  of  Entity  or  Existence,  abstracted  from  spirit  and 
idea,  from  perceived  and  being  perceived,  is,  I  suspect,  a 
downwright  repugnancy  and  trifling  with  words. — It  remains 
that  we  consider  the  objections  which  may  possibly  be  made 
on  the  part  of  Religion. 

82.  Some  there  are  who  think  that,  though  the  arguments 
for  the  real  existence  of  bodies  which  are  drawn  from  Reason 
be  allowed  not  to  amount  to  demonstration,  yet  the  Holy 
Scriptures  are  so  clear  in  the  point,  as  will  sufficiently  con- 
vince every  good  Christian  that  bodies  do  really  exist,  and 
are  something  more  than  mere  ideas ;  there  being  in  Holy 
Writ  innumerable  facts  related  which  evidently  suppose  the 
reality  of  timber  and  stone,  mountains  and  rivers,  and 
cities,  and  human  bodies.  To  which  I  answer  that  no  sort 
of  writings  whatever,  sacred  or  profane,  which  use  those 
and  the  like  words  in  the  vulgar  acceptation,  or  so  as  to 
have  a  meaning  in  them,  are  in  danger  of  having  their 
truth  called  in  question  by  our  doctrine.  That  all  those 
things  do  really  exist,  that  there  are  bodies,  even  corporeal 
substances,  when  taken  in  the  vulgar  sense,  has  been  shewn 
to  be  agreeable  to  our  principles  :  and  the  difference  betwixt 
things  and  ideas,  realities  and  chimeras,  has  been  distinctly 
explained.  See  sect.  29,  30,  33,  36,  &c.  And  I  do  not  think 
that  either  what  philosophers  call  Matter,  or  the  existence  of 
objects  without  the  mind,  is  anywhere  mentioned  in  Scripture. 

83.  Again,  whether  there  be  or  be  not  external  things,  it 
is  agreed  on  all  hands  that  the  proper  use  of  words  is  the 
marking  our  conceptions,  or  things  only  as  they  are  known 
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and  perceived  by  us ;  whence  it  plainly  follows  that  in  the 
tenets  we  have  laid  down  there  is  nothing  inconsistent  with 
the  right  use  and  significancy  of  language,  and  that  discourse, 
of  what  kind  soever,  so  far  as  it  is  intelligible,  remains  un- 
disturbed. But  all  this  seems  so  manifest,  from  what  has 
been  set  forth  in  the  premises,  that  it  is  needless  to  insist 
any  farther  on  it. 

84.  But,  it  will  be  urged  that  miracles  do,  at  least,  lose 
much  of  their  stress  and  import  by  our  principles.  What 
must  we  think  of  Moses'  rod  ?  was  it  not  really  turned  into 
a  serpent;  or  was  there  only  a  change  of  ideas  in  the  minds 
of  the  spectators  ?  And,  can  it  be  supposed  that  our  Saviour 
did  no  more  at  the  marriage-feast  in  Cana  than  impose  on 
the  sight,  and  smell,  and  taste  of  the  guests,  so  as  to  create 
in  them  the  appearance  or  idea  only  of  wine  ?  The  same 
may  be  said  of  other  miracles  ;  which,  in  consequence  of 
the  foregoing  principles,  must  be  looked  upon  only  as  so 
many  cheats,  or  illusions  of  fancy.  To  this  I  reply,  that  the 
rod  was  changed  into  a  real  serpent,  and  the  water  into  real 
wine.  That  this  does  not  in  the  least  contradict  what  I 
have  elsewhere  said  will  be  evident  from  sect.  34  and  35. 
But  this  business  of  real  and  imaginary  has  been  already  so 
plainly  and  fully  explained,  and  so  often  referred  to,  and  the 
difficulties  about  it  are  so  easily  answered  from  what  has 
gone  before,  that  it  were  an  affront  to  the  reader's  under- 
standing to  resume  the  explication  of  it  in  its  place.  I  shall 
only  observe  that  if  at  table  all  who  were  present  should  see, 
and  smell,  and  taste,  and  drink  wine,  and  find  the  effects  of 
it,  with  me  there  could  be  no  doubt  of  its  reality ;  so  that 
at  bottom  the  scruple  concerning  real  miracles  has  no  place 
at  all  on  ours,  but  only  on  the  received  principles,  and  con- 
sequently makes  rather  for  than  against  what  has  been  said. 

85.  Having  done  with  the  Objections,  which  I  endeavoured 
to  propose  in  the  clearest  light,  and  gave  them  all  the  force 
and  weight  I  could,  we  proceed  in  the  next  place  to  take  a 
view  of  our  tenets  in  their  Consequences.  Some  of  these 
appear  at  first  sight — as  that  several  difficult  and  obscure 
questions,  on  which  abundance  of  speculation  has  been 
thrown  away,  are  entirely  banished  from  philosophy. 
"Whether  corporeal  substance  can  think,"  "whether  Matter 
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be  infinitely  divisible,"  and  "how  it  operates  on  spirit" — 
these  and  like  inquiries  have  given  infinite  amusement  to 
philosophers  in  all  ages  ;  but,  depending  on  the  existence  of 
Matter,  they  have  no  longer  any  place  on  our  principles. 
Many  other  advantages  there  are,  as  well  with  regard  to 
religion  as  the  sciences,  which  it  is  easy  for  any  one  to 
deduce  from  what  has  been  premised ;  but  this  will  appear 
more  plainly  in  the  sequel. 

86.  From  the  principles  we  have  laid  down  it  follows 
human  knowledge  may  naturally  be  reduced  to  two  heads 
— that  of  ideas  and  that  of  spirits.  Of  each  of  these  I 
shall  treat  in  order. 

And  first  as  to  ideas  or  unthinking  things.  Our  know- 
ledge of  these  hath  been  very  much  obscured  and  confounded, 
and  we  have  been  led  into  very  dangerous  errors,  by  suppos- 
ing a  twofold  existence  of  the  objects  of  sense — the  one 
intelligible  or  in  the  mind,  the  other  real  and  without  the 
mind  ;  whereby  unthinking  things  are  thought  to  have  a 
natural  subsistence  of  their  own  distinct  from  being  perceived 
by  spirits.  This,  which,  if  I  mistake  not,  hath  been  shewn 
to  be  a  most  groundless  and  absurd  notion,  is  the  very  root  of 
Scepticism ;  for,  so  long  as  men  thought  that  real  things 
subsisted  without  the  mind,  and  that  their  knowledge  was 
only  so  far  forth  real  as  it  was  conformable  to  real  things,  it 
follows  they  could  not  be  certain  that  they  had  any  real 
knowledge  at  all.  For  how  can  it  be  known  that  the  things 
which  are  perceived  are  conformable  to  those  which  are  not 
perceived,  or  exist  without  the  mind  ? 

87.  Colour,  figure,  motion,  extension,  and  the  like,  con- 
sidered only  as  so  many  sensations  in  the  mind,  are  perfectly 
known,  there  being  nothing  in  them  which  is  not  perceived. 
But,  if  they  are  looked  on  as  notes  or  images,  referred  to 
things  or  archetypes  existing  without  the  mind,  then  are  we 
involved  all  in  scepticism.  We  see  only  the  appearances, 
and  not  the  real  qualities  of  things.  What  may  be  the 
extension,  figure,  or  motion  of  anything  really  and  absolutely, 
or  in  itself,  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  know,  but  only  the 
proportion  or  relation  they  bear  to  our  senses.  Things 
remaining  the  same,  our  ideas  vary,  and  which  of  them,  or 
even  whether  any  of  them  at  all,  represent  the  true  quality 
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really  existing  in  the  thing,  it  is  out  of  our  reach  to  deter- 
mine. So  that,  for  aught  we  know,  all  we  see,  hear,  and 
feel,  may  be  only  phantom  and  vain  chimera,  and  not  at  all 
agree  with  the  real  things  existing  in  rerum  natura.  All  this 
scepticism l  follows  from  our  supposing  a  difference  between 
things  and  ideas,  and  that  the  former  have  a  subsistence 
without  the  mind  or  unperceived.  It  were  easy  to  dilate  on 
this  subject,  and  show  how  the  arguments  urged  by  sceptics 
in  all  ages  depend  on  the  supposition  of  external  objects. 

88.  So  long  as  we  attribute  a  real  existence  to  unthinking 
things,  distinct  from  their  being  perceived,  it  is  not  only  im- 
possible for  us  to  know  with  evidence  the  nature  of  any  real 
unthinking  being,  but  even  that  it  exists.  Hence  it  is  that 
we  see  philosophers  distrust  their  senses,  and  doubt  of  the 
existence  of  heaven  and  earth,  of  everything  they  see  or  feel, 
even  of  their  own  bodies.  And,  after  all  their  labour  and 
struggle  of  thought,  they  are  forced  to  own  we  cannot  attain 
to  any  self-evident  or  demonstrative  knowledge  of  the  exist- 
ence of  sensible  things.  But,  all  this  doubtfulness,  which  so 
bewilders  and  confounds  the  mind  and  makes  philosophy 
ridiculous  in  the  eyes  of  the  world,  vanishes  if  we  annex  a 
meaning  to  our  words,  and  not  amuse  ourselves  with  the 
terms  "absolute,"  "external,"  "exist,"  and  such  like,  signify- 
ing we  know  not  what.  I  can  as  well  doubt  of  my  own 
being  as  of  the  being  of  those  things  which  I  actually  perceive 
by  sense  ;  it  being  a  manifest  contradiction  that  any  sensible 
object  should  be  immediately  perceived  by  sight  or  touch, 
and  at  the  same  time  have  no  existence  in  nature,  since  the 
very  existence  of  an  unthinking  being  consists  in  being  perceived. 

89.  Nothing  seems  of  more  importance  towards  erecting  a 
firm  system  of  sound  and  real  knowledge,  which  may  be 
proof  against  the  assaults  of  Scepticism,  than  to  lay  the  be- 
ginning in  a  distinct  explication  of  what  is  meant  by  thing, 
reality,  existence  ;  for  in  vain  shall  we  dispute  concerning  the 
real  existence  of  things,  or  pretend  to  any  knowledge  thereof, 
so  long  as  we  have  not  fixed  the  meaning  of  those  words. 
Thing  or  Being  is  the  most  general  name  of  all ;  it  com- 
prehends under  it  two  kinds  entirely  distinct  and  hetero- 
geneous, and  which  have  nothing  common  but  the  name, 
viz.  spirits  and  ideas.     The  former  are  active,  indivisible, 

1  "  Sceptical  cant"  in  the  first  edition. 
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substances  :  the  latter  are  inert,  fleeting,  dependent  beings, 
which  subsist  not  by  themselves,  but  are  supported  by,  or 
exist  in  minds  or  spiritual  substances.1  We  comprehend 
our  own  existence  by  inward  feeling  or  reflexion,  and  that 
of  other  spirits  by  reason.  We  may  be  said  to  have  some 
knowledge  or  notion  of  our  own  minds,  of  spirits  and  active 
beings,  whereof  in  a  strict  sense  we  have  not  ideas.  In  like 
manner,  we  know  and  have  a  notion  of  relations  between 
things  or  ideas — which  relations  are  distinct  from  the  ideas 
or  things  related,  inasmuch  as  the  latter  may  be  perceived 
by  us  without  our  perceiving  the  former.  To  me  it  seems 
that  ideas,  spirits,  and  relations  are  all  in  their  respective 
kinds  the  object  of  human  knowledge  and  subject  of  dis- 
course ;  and  that  the  term  idea  would  be  improperly  extended 
to  signify  everything  we  know  or  have  any  notion  of. 

90.  Ideas  imprinted  on  the  senses  are  real  things,  or  do 
really  exist ;  this  we  do  not  deny,  but  we  deny  they  can  sub- 
sist without  the  minds  which  perceive  them,  or  that  they  are 
resemblances  of  any  archetypes  existing  without  the  mind  ; 
since  the  very  being  of  a  sensation  or  idea  consists  in  being 
perceived,  and  an  idea  can  be  like  nothing  but  an  idea. 
Again,  the  things  perceived  by  sense  may  be  termed  external, 
with  regard  to  their  origin — in  that  they  are  not  generated 
from  within  by  the  mind  itself,  but  imprinted  by  a  Spirit 
distinct  from  that  which  perceives  them.  Sensible  objects 
may  likewise  be  said  to  be  "  without  the  mind "  in  another 
sense,  namely  when  they  exist  in  some  other  mind ;  thus, 
when  I  shut  my  eyes,  the  things  I  saw  may  still  exist,  but  it 
must  be  in  another  mind. 

91.  It  were  a  mistake  to  think  that  what  is  here  said 
derogates  in  the  least  from  the  reality  of  things.  It  is  ac- 
knowledged, on  the  received  principles,  that  extension, 
motion,  and  in  a  word  all  sensible  qualities  have  need  of  a 
support,  as  not  being  able  to  subsist  by  themselves.  But  the 
objects  perceived  by  sense  are  allowed  to  be  nothing  but 
combinations  of  those  qualities,  and  consequently  cannot 
subsist  by  themselves.    Thus  far  it  is  agreed  on  all  hands.    So 

1  In  the  first  edition  this  last  sentence  ended  the  section  and  read 
thus:  "The  former  are  active,  indivisible,  incorruptible,  substances: 
the  latter  are  inert,  fleeting,  perishable  passions  or  dependent  beings  .  .  . 
spiritual  substances." 


220  OF   THE   PRINCIPLES 

that  in  denying  the  things  perceived  by  sense  an  existence  in- 
dependent of  a  substance  or  support  wherein  they  may  exist, 
we  detract  nothing  from  the  received  opinion  of  their  reality, 
and  are  guilty  of  no  innovation  in  that  respect.  All  the  dif- 
ference is  that,  according  to  us,  the  unthinking  beings  per- 
ceived by  sense  have  no  existence  distinct  from  being  per- 
ceived, and  cannot  therefore  exist  in  any  other  substance 
than  those  unextended  indivisible  substances  or  spirits 
which  act  and  think  and  perceive  them;  whereas  philosophers 
vulgarly  hold  that  the  sensible  qualities  do  exist  in  an  inert, 
extended,  unperceiving  substance  which  they  call  Matter,  to 
which  they  attribute  a  natural  subsistence,  exterior  to  all 
thinking  beings,  or  distinct  from  being  perceived  by  any 
mind  whatsoever,  even  the  eternal  mind  of  the  Creator, 
wherein  they  suppose  only  ideas  of  the  corporeal  substances 
created  by  Him :  if  indeed  they  allow  them  to  be  at  all  created. 

92.  For,  as  we  have  shewn  the  doctrine  of  Matter  or  cor- 
poreal substance  to  have  been  the  main  pillar  and  support 
of  Scepticism,  so  likewise  upon  the  same  foundation  have 
been  raised  all  the  impious  schemes  of  Atheism  and  Irre- 
ligion.  Nay,  so  great  a  difficulty  has  it  been  thought  to  con- 
ceive Matter  produced  out  of  nothing,  that  the  most  cele- 
brated among  the  ancient  philosophers,  even  of  those  who 
maintained  the  being  of  a  God,  have  thought  Matter  to  be 
uncreated  and  coeternal  with  Him.  How  great  a  friend 
material  substance  has  been  to  Atheists  in  all  ages  were 
needless  to  relate.  All  their  monstrous  systems  have  so 
visible  and  necessary  a  dependence  on  it  that,  when  this 
corner-stone  is  once  removed,  the  whole  fabric  cannot  choose 
but  fall  to  the  ground,  insomuch  that  it  is  no  longer  worth 
while  to  bestow  a  particular  consideration  on  the  absurdities 
of  every  wretched  sect  of  Atheists. 

93.  That  impious  and  profane  persons  should  readily  fall 
in  with  those  systems  which  favour  their  inclinations,  by  de- 
riding immaterial  substance,  and  supposing  the  soul  to  be 
divisible  and  subject  to  corruption  as  the  body ;  which  ex- 
clude all  freedom,  intelligence,  and  design  from  the  forma- 
tion of  things,  and  instead  thereof  make  a  self-existent, 
stupid,  unthinking  substance  the  root  and  origin  of  all 
beings ;  that  they  should  hearken  to  those  who  deny  a  Pro- 
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vidence,  or  inspection  of  a  Superior  Mind  over  the  affairs  of 
the  world,  attributing  the  whole  series  of  events  either  to 
blind  chance  or  fatal  necessity  arising  from  the  impulse  of 
one  body  on  another — all  this  is  very  natural.  And,  on  the 
other  hand,  when  men  of  better  principles  observe  the 
enemies  of  religion  lay  so  great  a  stress  on  unthinking 
Matter,  and  all  of  them  use  so  much  industry  and  artifice  to 
reduce  everything  to  it,  methinks  they  should  rejoice  to  see 
them  deprived  of  their  grand  support,  and  driven  from  that 
only  fortress,  without  which  your  Epicureans,  Hobbists,  and 
the  like,  have  not  even  the  shadow  of  a  pretence,  but  become 
the  most  cheap  and  easy  triumph  in  the  world. 

94.  The  existence  of  Matter,  or  bodies  unperceived,  has 
not  only  been  the  main  support  of  Atheists  and  Fatalists, 
but  on  the  same  principle  doth  Idolatry  likewise  in  all  its 
various  forms  depend.  Did  men  but  consider  that  the  sun, 
moon,  and  stars,  and  every  other  object  of  the  senses  are  only 
so  many  sensations  in  their  minds,  which  have  no  other  ex- 
istence but  barely  being  perceived,  doubtless  they  would 
never  fall  down  and  worship  their  own  ideas,  but  rather 
address  their  homage  to  that  Eternal  Invisible  Mind 
which  produces  and  sustains  all  things. 

95.  The  same  absurd  principle,  by  mingling  itself  with  the 
articles  of  our  faith,  has  occasioned  no  small  difficulties  to 
Christians.  For  example,  about  the  Resurrection,  how  many 
scruples  and  objections  have  been  raised  by  Socinians  and 
others?  But  do  not  the  most  plausible  of  them  depend 
on  the  supposition  that  a  body  is  denominated  the  same,  with 
regard  not  to  the  form  or  that  which  is  perceived  by  sense, 
but  the  material  substance,  which  remains  the  same  under 
several  forms  ?  Take  away  this  material  substance,  about 
the  identity  whereof  all  the  dispute  is,  and  mean  by  body 
what  every  plain  ordinary  person  means  by  that  word,  to 
wit,  that  which  is  immediately  seen  and  felt,  which  is  only 
a  combination  of  sensible  qualities  or  ideas,  and  then  their 
most  unanswerable  objections  come  to  nothing. 

96.  Matter  being  once  expelled  out  of  nature  drags  with  it 
so  many  sceptical  and  impious  notions,  such  an  incredible 
number  of  disputes  and  puzzling  questions,  which  have  been 
thorns  in  the  sides  of  divines  as  well  as  philosophers,  and  made 
so  much  fruitless  work  for  mankind,  that  if  the  arguments 
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we  have  produced  against  it  are  not  found  equal  to  demonstra- 
tion (as  to  me  they  evidently  seem),  yet  I  am  sure  all  friends  to 
knowledge,  peace,  and  religion  have  reason  to  wish  they  were. 

97.  Beside  the  external  existence  of  the  objects  of  percep- 
tion, another  great  source  of  errors  and  difficulties  with 
regard  to  ideal  knowledge  is  the  doctrine  of  abstract  ideas, 
such  as  it  hath  been  set  forth  in  the  Introduction.  The 
plainest  things  in  the  world,  those  we  are  most  intimately 
acquainted  with  and  perfectly  know,  when  they  are  con- 
sidered in  an  abstract  way,  appear  strangely  difficult  and  in- 
comprehensible. Time,  place,  and  motion,  taken  in  par- 
ticular or  concrete,  are  what  everybody  knows ;  but,  having 
passed  through  the  hands  of  a  metaphysician,  they  become 
too  abstract  and  fine  to  be  apprehended  by  men  of  ordinary 
sense.  Bid  your  servant  meet  you  at  such  a  time  in  such  a 
place,  and  he  shall  never  stay  to  deliberate  on  the  meaning  of 
those  words  ;  in  conceiving  that  particular  time  and  place,  or 
the  motion  by  which  he  is  to  get  thither,  he  finds  not  the  least 
difficulty.  But  if  time  be  taken  exclusive  of  all  those  par- 
ticular actions  and  ideas  that  diversify  the  day,  merely  for  the 
continuation  of  existence  or  duration  in  abstract,  then  it  will 
perhaps  gravel  even  a  philosopher  to  comprehend  it. 

98.  For  my  own  part,  whenever  I  attempt  to  frame  a  simple 
idea  of  time,  abstracted  from  the  succession  of  ideas  in  my 
mind,  which  flows  uniformly  and  is  participated  by  all  beings, 
I  am  lost  and  embrangled  in  inextricable  difficulties.  I  have 
no  notion  of  it  at  all,  only  I  hear  others  say  it  is  infinitely 
divisible,  and  speak  of  it  in  such  a  manner  as  leads  me  to 
entertain  odd  thoughts  of  my  existence ;  since  that  doctrine 
lays  one  under  an  absolute  necessity  of  thinking,  either  that 
he  passes  away  innumerable  ages  without  a  thought,  or  else 
that  he  is  annihilated  every  moment  of  his  life,  both  which 
seem  equally  absurd.  Time  therefore  being  nothing,  ab- 
stracted from  the  succession  of  ideas  in  our  minds,  it  follows 
that  the  duration  of  any  finite  spirit  must  be  estimated  by  the 
number  of  ideas  or  actions  succeeding  each  other  in  that 
same  spirit  or  mind.  Hence,  it  is  a  plain  consequence  that 
the  soul  always  thinks  ;  and  in  truth  whoever  shall  go  about 
to  divide  in  his  thoughts,  or  abstract  the  existence  of  a  spirit 
from  its  cogitation,  will,  I  believe,  find  it  no  easy  task. 
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99.  So  likewise  when  we  attempt  to  abstract  extension 
and  motion  from  all  other  qualities,  and  consider  them  by 
themselves,  we  presently  lose  sight  of  them,  and  run  into  great 
extravagances.1  All  which  depend  on  a  twofold  abstraction  ; 
first,  it  is  supposed  that  extension,  for  example,  may  be 
abstracted  from  all  other  sensible  qualities  ;  and  secondly, 
that  the  entity  of  extension  may  be  abstracted  from  its  being 
perceived.  But,  whoever  shall  reflect,  and  take  care  to 
understand  what  he  says,  will,  if  I  mistake  not,  acknowledge 
that  all  sensible  qualities  are  alike  sensations  and  alike  real ; 
that  where  the  extension  is,  there  is  the  colour  too,  i.e.  in  his 
mind,  and  that  their  archetypes  can  exist  only  in  some  other 
mind ;  and  that  the  objects  of  sense  are  nothing  but  those 
sensations  combined,  blended,  or  (if  one  may  so  speak)  con- 
creted together ;  none  of  all  which  can  be  supposed  to  exist 
unperceived.2 

100.  What  it  is  for  a  man  to  be  happy,  or  an  object  good, 
every  one  may  think  he  knows.  But  to  frame  an  abstract 
idea  of  happiness,  prescinded  from  all  particular  pleasure,  or 
of  goodness  from  everything  that  is  good,  this  is  what  few 
can  pretend  to.  So  likewise  a  man  may  be  just  and  virtuous 
without  having  precise  ideas  of  justice  and  virtue.  The 
opinion  that  those  and  the  like  words  stand  for  general 
notions,  abstracted  from  all  particular  persons  and  actions, 
seems  to  have  rendered  morality  very  difficult,  and  the  study 
thereof  of  small  use  to  mankind.  And  in  effect 3  the  doc- 
trine of  abstraction  has  not  a  little  contributed  towards 
spoiling  the  most  useful  parts  of- knowledge. 

1 01.  The  two  great  provinces  of  speculative  science  con- 

1  Here  in  the  first  edition  followed  this  sentence :  "  Hence  spring 
those  odd  paradoxes,  that  the  'fire  is  not  hot,'  nor  'the  wall  white,'  &c, 
or  that  heat  and  colour  are  in  the  objects  nothing  but  figure  and  motion." 

2  Here  in  the  first  edition  followed  this  sentence:  "And  that  con- 
sequently the  wall  is  as  truly  white  as  it  is  extended,  and  in  the  same 
sense." 

3  In  the  first  edition  this  passage  read  as  follows:  "And  in  effect  one 
may  make  a  great  progress  in  school-ethics  without  ever  being  the  wiser 
or  better  man  for  it,  or  knowing  how  to  behave  himself  in  the  affairs  of 
life  more  to  the  advantage  of  himself  or  his  neighbours  than  he  did 
before.  This  hint  may  suffice  to  let  any  one  see  the  doctrine  of  abstrac- 
tion," &a 
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versant  about  ideas  received  from  sense,  are  Natural  Philo- 
sophy and  Mathematics  ;  with  regard  to  each  of  these  I 
shall  make  some  observations.  And  first  I  shall  say  some- 
what of  Natural  Philosophy.  On  this  subject  it  is  that  the 
sceptics  triumph.  All  that  stock  of  arguments  they  produce  to 
depreciate  our  faculties  and  make  mankind  appear  ignorant 
and  low,  are  drawn  principally  from  this  head,  namely,  that  we 
are  under  an  invincible  blindness  as  to  the  true  and  real 
nature  of  things.  This  they  exaggerate,  and  love  to  enlarge 
on.  We  are  miserably  bantered,  say  they,  by  our  senses,  and 
amused  only  with  the  outside  and  show  of  things.  The  real 
essence,  the  internal  qualities  and  constitution  of  every  the 
meanest  object,  is  hid  from  our  view ;  something  there  is  in 
every  drop  of  water,  every  grain  of  sand,  which  it  is  beyond 
the  power  of  human  understanding  to  fathom  or  comprehend. 
But,  it  is  evident  from  what  has  been  shewn  that  all  this 
complaint  is  groundless,  and  that  we  are  influenced  by  false 
principles  to  that  degree  as  to  mistrust  our  senses,  and  think 
we  know  nothing  of  those  things  which  we  perfectly  compre- 
hend. 

1 02.  One  great  inducement  to  our  pronouncing  ourselves 
ignorant  of  the  nature  of  things  is  the  current  opinion  that 
everything  includes  within  itself  the  cause  of  its  properties  ; 
or  that  there  is  in  each  object  an  inward  essence  which  is  the 
source  whence  its  discernible  qualities  flow,  and  whereon 
they  depend.  Some  have  pretended  to  account  for  appear- 
ances by  occult  qualities,  but  of  late  they  are  mostly  resolved 
into  mechanical  causes,  to  wit,  the  figure,  motion,  weight,  and 
suchlike  qualities,  of  insensible  particles;  whereas,  in  truth, 
there  is  no  other  agent  or  efficient  cause  than  spirit,  it  being 
evident  that  motion,  as  well  as  all  other  ideas,  is  perfectly 
inert.  See  sect.  25.  Hence,  to  endeavour  to  explain  the 
production  of  colours  or  sounds,  by  figure,  motion,  magni- 
tude and  the  like,  must  needs  be  labour  in  vain.  And  ac- 
cordingly we  see  the  attempts  of  that  kind  are  not  at  all  satis- 
factory. Which  may  be  said  in  general  of  those  instances 
wherein  one  idea  or  quality  is  assigned  for  the  cause  of 
another.  I  need  not  say  how  many  hypotheses  and  specula- 
tions are  left  out,  and  how  much  the  study  of  nature  is 
abridged  by  this  doctrine. 

103.  The  great   mechanical   principle   now  in  vogue  is 
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attraction.  That  a  stone  falls  to  the  earth,  or  the  sea  swells 
towards  the  moon,  may  to  some  appear  sufficiently  explained 
thereby.  But  how  are  we  enlightened  by  being  told  this  is 
done  by  attraction  ?  Is  it  that  that  word  signifies  the  manner 
of  the  tendency,  and  that  it  is  by  the  mutual  drawing  of 
bodies  instead  of  their  being  impelled  or  protruded  towards 
each  other  ?  But,  nothing  is  determined  of  the  manner  or 
action,  and  it  may  as  truly  (for  aught  we  know)  be  termed 
"impulse,"  or  "protrusion,"  as  "attraction."  Again,  the 
parts  of  steel  we  see  cohere  firmly  together,  and  this  also  is 
accounted  for  by  attraction ;  but,  in  this  as  in  the  other  in- 
stances, I  do  not  perceive  that  anything  is  signified  besides 
the  effect  itself ;  for  as  to  the  manner  of  the  action  whereby  it 
is  produced,  or  the  cause  which  produces  it,  these  are  not  so 
much  as  aimed  at. 

104.  Indeed,  if  we  take  a  view  of  the  several  phenomena, 
and  compare  them  together,  we  may  observe  some  likeness 
and  conformity  between  them.  For  example,  in  the  falling 
of  a  stone  to  the  ground,  in  the  rising  of  the  sea  towards  the 
moon,  in  cohesion,  crystallization,  &c,  there  is  something 
alike,  namely,  a  union  or  mutual  approach  of  bodies.  So 
that  any  one  of  these  or  the  like  phenomena  may  not  seem 
strange  or  surprising  to  a  man  who  has  nicely  observed  and 
compared  the  effects  of  nature.  For  that  only  is  thought  so 
which  is  uncommon,  or  a  thing  by  itself,  and  out  of  the 
ordinary  course  of  our  observation.  That  bodies  should  tend 
towards  the  centre  of  the  earth  is  not  thought  strange,  be- 
cause it  is  what  we  perceive  every  moment  of  our  lives.  But, 
that  they  should  have  a  like  gravitation  towards  the  centre  of 
the  moon  may  seem  odd  and  unaccountable  to  most  men, 
because  it  is  discerned  only  in  the  tides.  But  a  philosopher, 
whose  thoughts  take  in  a  larger  compass  of  nature,  having 
observed  a  certain  similitude  of  appearances,  as  well  in  the 
heavens  as  the  earth,  that  argue  innumerable  bodies  to  have 
a  mutual  tendency  towards  each  other,  which  he  denotes  by 
the  general  name  "  attraction,"  whatever  can  be  reduced  to 
that  he  thinks  justly  accounted  for.  Thus  he  explains  the 
tides  by  the  attraction  of  the  terraqueous  globe  towards  the 
moon,  which  to  him  does  not  appear  odd  or  anomalous,  but 
only  a  particular  example  of  a  general  rule  or  law  of  nature. 

105.  If  therefore  we  consider  the  difference  there  is  be- 
1.  Q 
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twixt  natural  philosophers  and  other  men,  with  regard  to 
their  knowledge  of  the  phenomena,  we  shall  find  it  consists 
not  in  an  exacter  knowledge  of  the  efficient  cause  that  pro- 
duces them — for  that  can  be  no  other  than  the  will  of  a 
spirit — but  only  in  a  greater  largeness  of  comprehension, 
whereby  analogies,  harmonies,  and  agreements  are  discovered 
in  the  works  of  nature,  and  the  particular  effects  explained, 
that  is,  reduced  to  general  rules,  see  sect.  62,  which  rules, 
grounded  on  the  analogy  and  uniformness  observed  in  the 
production  of  natural  effects,  are  most  agreeable  and  sought 
after  by  the  mind ;  for  that  they  extend  our  prospect  beyond 
what  is  present  and  near  to  us,  and  enable  us  to  make  very 
probable  conjectures  touching  things  that  may  have  hap- 
pened at  very  great  distances  of  time  and  place,  as  well  as  to 
predict  things  to  come ;  which  sort  of  endeavour  towards 
omniscience  is  much  affected  by  the  mind. 

106.  But  we  should  proceed  warily  in  such  things,  for  we 
are  apt  to  lay  too  great  a  stress  on  analogies,  and,  to  the  pre- 
judice of  truth,  humour  that  eagerness  of  the  mind  whereby 
it  is  carried  to  extend  its  knowledge  into  general  theorems. 
For  example,  gravitation  or  mutual  attraction,  because  it 
appears  in  many  instances,  some  are  straightway  for  pro- 
nouncing it  universal ;  and  that  to  attract  and  be  attracted 
by  every  other  body  is  an  essential  quality  inherent  in 
all  bodies  whatsoever.  Whereas  it  is  evident  the  fixed  stars 
have  no  such  tendency  towards  each  other;  and,  so  far  is 
that  gravitation  from  being  essential  to  bodies  that  in  some 
instances  a  quite  contrary  principle  seems  to  shew  itself;  as 
in  the  perpendicular  growth  of  plants,  and  the  elasticity  of  the 
air.  There  is  nothing  necessary  or  essential  in  the  case,  but  it 
depends  entirely  on  the  will  of  the  Governing  Spirit,  who 
causes  certain  bodies  to  cleave  together  or  tend  towards  each 
other  according  to  various  laws,  whilst  He  keeps  others  at  a 
fixed  distance  ;  and  to  some  He  gives  a  quite  contrary  ten- 
dency to  fly  asunder  just  as  He  sees  convenient. 

107.  After  what  has  been  premised,  I  think  we  may  lay 
down  the  following  conclusions.  First,  it  is  plain  philo- 
sophers amuse  themselves  in  vain,  when  they  inquire  for 
any  natural  efficient  cause,  distinct  from  a  mind  or  spirit. 
Secondly,  considering  the  whole  creation  is  the  workmanship 
of  a  wise  and  good  Agent,  it  should  seem  to  become  philo- 
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sophers  to  employ  their  thoughts  (contrary  to  what  some 
hold)  about  the  final  causes  of  things ; '  and  I  confess  I  see 
no  reason  why  pointing  out  the  various  ends  to  which  natural 
things  are  adapted,  and  for  which  they  were  originally  with 
unspeakable  wisdom  contrived,  should  not  be  thought  one 
good  way  of  accounting  for  them,  and  altogether  worthy  a 
philosopher.  Thirdly,  from  what  has  been  premised  no 
reason  can  be  drawn  why  the  history  of  nature  should  not  still 
be  studied,  and  observations  and  experiments  made,  which, 
that  they  are  of  use  to  mankind,  and  enable  us  to  draw  any 
general  conclusions,  is  not  the  result  of  any  immutable 
habitudes  or  relations  between  things  themselves,  but  only  of 
God's  goodness  and  kindness  to  men  in  the  administration  of 
the  world.  See  sect.  30  and  31.  Fourthly,  by  a  diligent 
observation  of  the  phenomena  within  our  view,  we  may  dis- 
cover the  general  laws  of  nature,  and  from  them  deduce  the 
other  phenomena ;  I  do  not  say  demonstrate,  for  all  deduc- 
tions of  that  kind  depend  on  a  supposition  that  the  Author  of 
nature  always  operates  uniformly,  and  in  a  constant  observ- 
ance of  those  rules  we  take  for  principles  :  which  we  cannot 
evidently  know. 

108.2  Those  men  who  frame  general  rules  from  the  pheno- 
mena, and  afterwards  derive  the  phenomena  from  those 
rules,  seem  to  consider  signs  rather  than  causes.  A  man 
may  well  understand  natural  signs  without  knowing  their 
analogy,  or  being  able  to  say  by  what  rule  a  thing  is  so  or 
so.  And,  as  it  is  very  possible  to  write  improperly,  through 
too  strict  an  observance  of  general  grammar  rules ;  so,  in 
arguing  from  general  laws  of  nature,  it  is  not  impossible  we 
may  extend  the  analogy  too  far,  and  by  that  means  run  into 
mistakes. 

109.  As  in  reading  other  books  a  wise  man  will  choose  to  fix 

1  This  following  passage  was  omitted  from  here  in  the  last  edition  : 
"  for,  besides  that  this  would  prove  a  very  pleasing  entertainment  to  the 
mind,  it  might  be  of  great  advantage,  in  that  it  not  only  discovers  to  us 
the  attributes  of  the  Creator,  but  may  also  direct  us  in  several  instances 
to  the  proper  uses  and  applications  of  things." 

2  Sect.  108  in  the  first  edition  began  thus  :  "  It  appears  from  sect.  66, 
&C.  that  the  steady  consistent  methods  of  nature  may  not  unfitly  be 
styled  the  Language  of  its  Author,  whereby  He  discovers  His  attributes 
to  our  view  and  directs  us  how  to  act  for  the  convenience  and  felicity  of 
life.     And  to  me  those  men,"  &c. 
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his  thoughts  on  the  sense  and  apply  it  to  use,  rather  than 
lay  them  out  in  grammatical  remarks  on  the  language ;  so, 
in  perusing  the  volume  of  nature,  it  seems  beneath  the 
dignity  of  the  mind  to  affect  an  exactness  in  reducing  each 
particular  phenomenon  to  general  rules,  or  shewing  how  it 
follows  from  them.  We  should  propose  to  ourselves  nobler 
views,  namely,  to  recreate  and  exalt  the  mind  with  a  prospect 
of  the  beauty,  order,  extent,  and  variety  of  natural  things : 
hence,  by  proper  inferences,  to  enlarge  our  notions  of  the 
grandeur,  wisdom,  and  beneficence  of  the  Creator;  and 
lastly,  to  make  the  several  parts  of  the  creation,  so  far  as  in 
us  lies,  subservient  to  the  ends  they  were  designed  for,  God's 
glory,  and  the  sustentation  and  comfort  of  ourselves  and 
fellow-creatures. 

no.1  The  best  key  for  the  aforesaid  analogy  or  natural 
Science  will  be  easily  acknowledged  to  be  a  certain  celebrated 
Treatise  of  Mechanics.  In  the  entrance  of  which  justly 
admired  treatise,  Time,  Space,  and  Motion  are  distinguished 
into  absolute  and  relative,  true  and  apparent,  mathematical 
and  vulgar;  which  distinction,  as  it  is  at  large  explained 
by  the  author,  does  suppose  those  quantities  to  have  an 
existence  without  the  mind;  and  that  they  are  ordinarily 
conceived  with  relation  to  sensible  things,  to  which  never- 
theless in  their  own  nature  they  bear  no  relation  at  all. 

in.  As  for  Time,  as  it  is  there  taken  in  an  absolute  or 
abstracted  sense,  for  the  duration  or  perseverance  of  the 
existence  of  things,  I  have  nothing  more  to  add  concerning 
it  after  what  has  been  already  said  on  that  subject.  Sect. 
97  and  98.  For  the  rest,  this  celebrated  author  holds  there 
is  an  absolute  Space,  which,  being  unperceivable  to  sense, 
remains  in  itself  similar  and  immovable  ;  and  relative  space 

1  Section  1 10  in  the  first  edition  began  as  follows  :  "The  best  grammar 
of  the  kind  we  are  speaking  of  will  be  easily  acknowledged  to  be 
a  treatise  of  Mechanics,  demonstrated  and  applied  to  nature  by  a 
philosopher  of  a  neighbouring  nation  whom  all  the  world  admire.  I 
shall  not  take  upon  me  to  make  remarks  on  the  performance  of  that  ex- 
traordinary person  :  only  some  things  he  has  advanced  so  directly  op- 
posite to  the  doctrine  we  have  hitherto  laid  down,  that  we  should  be 
wanting  in  the  regard  due  to  the  authority  of  so  great  a  man  did  we  not 
take  some  notice  of  them.  In  the  entrance,"  &c.  As  the  first  edition 
appeared  in  Dublin,  Newton  is  spoken  of  as  belonging  to  a  "  neigh- 
bouring nation." 
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to  be  the  measure  thereof,  which,  being  movable  and  defined 
by  its  situation  in  respect  of  sensible  bodies,  is  vulgarly 
taken  for  immovable  space.  Place  he  defines  to  be  that  part 
of  space  which  is  occupied  by  any  body  ;  and  according  as 
the  space  is  absolute  or  relative  so  also  is  the  place.  Abso- 
lute Motion  is  said  to  be  the  translation  of  a  body  from 
absolute  place  to  absolute  place,  as  relative  motion  is  from 
one  relative  place  to  another.  And,  because  the  parts  of 
absolute  space  do  not  fall  under  our  senses,  instead  of  them 
we  are  obliged  to  use  their  sensible  measures,  and  so  define 
both  place  and  motion  with  respect  to  bodies  which  we 
regard  as  immovable.  But,  it  is  said  in  philosophical 
matters  we  must  abstract  from  our  senses,  since  it  may  be 
that  none  of  those  bodies  which  seem  to  be  quiescent  are 
truly  so,  and  the  same  thing  which  is  moved  relatively  may 
be  really  at  rest ;  as  likewise  one  and  the  same  body  may  be 
in  relative  rest  and  motion,  or  even  moved  with  contrary 
relative  motions  at  the  same  time,  according  as  its  place  is 
variously  defined.  All  which  ambiguity  is  to  be  found  in  the 
apparent  motions,  but  not  at  all  in  the  true  or  absolute, 
which  should  therefore  be  alone  regarded  in  philosophy. 
And  the  true  we  are  told  are  distinguished  from  apparent  or 
relative  motions  by  the  following  properties. — First,  in  true 
or  absolute  motion  all  parts  which  preserve  the  same  posi- 
tion with  respect  of  the  whole,  partake  of  the  motions  of  the 
whole.  Secondly,  the  place  being  moved,  that  which  is 
placed  therein  is  also  moved  ;  so  that  a  body  moving  in  a 
place  which  is  in  motion  doth  participate  the  motion  of  its 
place.  Thirdly,  true  motion  is  never  generated  or  changed 
otherwise  than  by  force  impressed  on  the  body  itself. 
Fourthly,  true  motion  is  always  changed  by  force  impressed 
on  the  body  moved.  Fifthly,  in  circular  motion  barely  rela- 
tive there  is  no  centrifugal  force,  which,  nevertheless,  in  that 
which  is  true  or  absolute,  is  proportional  to  the  quantity  of 
motion. 

ii2.  But,  notwithstanding  what  has  been  said,  I  must  con- 
fess it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  can  be  any  motion 
other  than  relative  ;  so  that  to  conceive  motion  there  must  be 
at  least  conceived  two  bodies,  whereof  the  distance  or  posi- 
tion in  regard  to  each  other  is  varied.  Hence,  if  there  was 
one  only  body  in  being  it  could  not  possibly  be  moved.    This 
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seems  evident,  in  that   the  idea   I   have  of  motion  doth 
necessarily  include  relation.1 

113.  But,  though  in  every  motion  it  be  necessary  to  con- 
ceive more  bodies  than  one,  yet  it  may  be  that  one  only  is 
moved,  namely,  that  on  which  the  force  causing  the  change 
in  the  distance  or  situation  of  the  bodies,  is  impressed.  For, 
however  some  may  define  relative  motion,  so  as  to  term 
that  body  moved  which  changes  its  distance  from  some  other 
body,2  whether  the  force  or  action  causing  that  change  were 
impressed  on  it  or  no,  yet  as  relative  motion  is  that  which  is 
perceived  by  sense,  and  regarded  in  the  ordinary  affairs  of  life, 
it  should  seem  that  every  man  of  common  sense  knows  what 
it  is  as  well  as  the  best  philosopher.  Now,  I  ask  any  one 
whether,  in  his  sense  of  motion  as  he  walks  along  the  streets, 
the  stones  he  passes  over  may  be  said  to  move,  because  they 
change  distance  with  his  feet?  To  me  it  appears  that 
though  motion  includes  a  relation  of  one  thing  to  another, 
yet  it  is  not  necessary  that  each  term  of  the  relation  be  de- 
nominated from  it.  As  a  man  may  think  of  somewhat 
which  does  not  think,  so  a  body  may  be  moved  to  or  from 
another  body  which  is  not  therefore  itself  in  motion.3 

114.  As  the  place  happens  to  be  variously  defined,  the 
motion  which  is  related  to  it  varies.  A  man  in  a  ship  may 
be  said  to  be  quiescent  with  relation  to  the  sides  of  the  vessel, 
and  yet  move  with  relation  to  the  land.  Or  he  may  move 
eastward  in  respect  of  the  one,  and  westward  in  respect 
of  the  other.  In  the  common  affairs  of  life  men  never  go 
beyond  the  earth  to  define  the  place  of  any  body ;  and  what 
is  quiescent  in  respect  of  that  is  accounted  absolutely  to  be 
so.  But  philosophers,  who  have  a  greater  extent  of  thought, 
and  juster  notions  of  the  system  of  things,  discover  even  the 
earth  itself  to  be  moved.  In  order  therefore  to  fix  their  notions 
they  seem  to  conceive  the  corporeal  world  as  finite,  and  the 
utmost   unmoved  walls    or    shell  thereof  to  be  the  place 

1  In  the  first  edition  this  followed  :  "  Whether  others  can  conceive  it 
otherwise,  a  little  attention  may  satisfy  them." 

2  In  the  first  edition  :  "  whether  the  force  causing  that  change  were 
impressed  on  it  or  no,  yet  I  cannot  assent  to  this;  for,  since  we  are 
told  relative  motion,"  &c. 

3  In  the  first  edition  the  section  closed  with  this  passage:  "I  mean 
relative  motion,  for  other  I  am  not  able  to  conceive." 
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whereby  they  estimate  true  motions.  If  we  sound  our  own 
conceptions,  I  believe  we  may  find  all  the  absolute  motion 
we  can  frame  an  idea  of  to  be  at  bottom  no  other  than  rela- 
tive motion  thus  defined.  For,  as  hath  been  already  observed, 
absolute  motion,  exclusive  of  all  external  relation,  is  incom- 
prehensible ;  and  to  this  kind  of  relative  motion  all  the 
above-mentioned  properties,  causes,  and  effects  ascribed  to 
absolute  motion  will,  if  I  mistake  not,  be  found  to  agree. 
As  to  what  is  said  of  the  centrifugal  force,  that  it  does  not 
at  all  belong  to  circular  relative  motion,  I  do  not  see  how 
this  follows  from  the  experiment  which  is  brought  to  prove 
it.  See  Philosophiae  Naturalis  Principia  Mathematica,  in 
Schol.  Def.  VIII.  For  the  water  in  the  vessel  at  that  time 
wherein  it  is  said  to  have  the  greatest  relative  circular  mo- 
tion, hath,  I  think,  no  motion  at  all ;  as  is  plain  from  the 
foregoing  section. 

115.  For,  to  denominate  a  body  moved  it  is  requisite,  first, 
that  it  change  its  distance  or  situation  with  regard  to  some 
other  body ;  and  secondly,  that  the  force  occasioning  that 
change  be  applied  to  it.  If  either  of  these  be  wanting,  I  do 
not  think  that,  agreeably  to  the  sense  of  mankind,  or  the  pro- 
priety of  language,  a  body  can  be  said  to  be  in  motion.  I 
grant  indeed  that  it  is  possible  for  us  to  think  a  body  which 
we  see  change  its  distance  from  some  other  to  be  moved, 
though  it  have  no  force  applied  to  it  (in  which  sense  there  may 
be  apparent  motion),  but  then  it  is  because  the  force  causing 
the  change  of  distance  is  imagined  by  us  to  be  applied  or 
impressed  on  that  body  thought  to  move;  which  indeed 
shews  we  are  capable  of  mistaking  a  thing  to  be  in  motion 
which  is  not,  and  that  is  all.1 

116.  From  what  has  been  said  it  follows  that  the  philo- 
sophic consideration  of  motion  does  not  imply  the  being  of  an 

1  In  the  first  edition  the  section  continued:  "which  is  not,  but 
does  not  prove  that,  in  the  common  acceptation  of  motion,  a  body  is 
moved  merely  because  it  changes  distance  from  another ;  since  as  soon 
as  we  are  undeceived,  and  find  that  the  moving  force  was  not  com- 
municated to  it,  we  no  longer  hold  it  to  be  moved.  So,  on  the  other  hand, 
when  only  one  body  (the  parts  whereof  preserve  a  given  position  between 
themselves)  is  imaged  to  exist,  some  there  are  who  think  that  it  can  be 
moved  all  manner  of  ways,  though  without  any  change  of  distance  or 
situation  to  any  other  bodies  ;  which  we  should  not  deny  if  they  meant 
only  that  it  might  have  an  impressed  force,  which,  upon  the  bare  creation 
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absolute  Space,  distinct  from  that  which  is  perceived  by  sense 
and  related  to  bodies ;  which  that  it  cannot  exist  without  the 
mind  is  clear  upon  the  same  principles  that  demonstrate  the 
like  of  all  other  objects  of  sense.  And  perhaps,  if  we  inquire 
narrowly,  we  shall  find  we  cannot  even  frame  an  idea  of  pure 
Space  exclusive  of  all  body.  This  I  must  confess  seems  im- 
possible, as  being  a  most  abstract  idea.  When  I  excite  a 
motion  in  some  part  of  my  body,  if  it  be  free  or  without  re- 
sistance, I  say  there  is  Space  ;  but  if  I  find  a  resistance,  then 
I  say  there  is  Body :  and  in  proportion  as  the  resistance  to 
motion  is  lesser  or  greater,  I  say  the  space  is  more  or  less 
pure.  So  that  when  I  speak  of  pure  or  empty  space,  it  is  not 
to  be  supposed  that  the  word  "  space  "  stands  for  an  idea 
distinct  from  or  conceivable  without  body  and  motion — 
though  indeed  we  are  apt  to  think  every  noun  substantive 
stands  for  a  distinct  idea  that  may  be  separated  from  all 
others ;  which  has  occasioned  infinite  mistakes.  When, 
therefore,  supposing  all  the  world  to  be  annihilated  besides 
my  own  body,  I  say  there  still  remains  pure  Space,  thereby 
nothing  else  is  meant  but  only  that  I  conceive  it  possible  for 
the  limbs  of  my  body  to  be  moved  on  all  sides  without  the 
least  resistance  ;  but  if  that  too  were  annihilated  then  there 
could  be  no  motion,  and  consequently  no  Space.  Some, 
perhaps,  may  think  the  sense  of  seeing  doth  furnish  them  with 
the  idea  of  pure  space ;  but  it  is  plain  from  what  we  have 
elsewhere  shewn,  that  the  ideas  of  space  and  distance  are  not 
obtained  by  that  sense.     See  the  Essay  concerning  Vision. 

117.  What  is  here  laid  down  seems  to  put  an  end  to  allr 
those  disputes  and  difficulties  that  have  sprung  up  amongst 
the  learned  concerning  the  nature  of  pure  Space.  But  the 
chief  advantage  arising  from  it  is  that  we  are  freed  from  that 
dangerous  dilemma,  to  which  several  who  have  employed 
their  thoughts  on  that  subject  imagine  themselves  reduced, 
to  wit,  of  thinking  either  that  Real  Space  is  God,  or  else  that 
there  is  something  beside  God  which  is  eternal,  uncreated, 
infinite,  indivisible,  immutable.     Both  which  may  justly  be 

of  other  bodies,  would  produce  a  motion  of  some  certain  quantity  and 
determination.  But  that  an  actual  motion  (distinct  from  the  impressed 
force  or  power  productive  of  change  of  place  in  case  there  were  bodies 
present  whereby  to  define  it)  can  exist  in  such  a  single  body,  I  must 
confess  I  am  not  able  to  comprehend." 
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thought  pernicious  and  absurd  notions.  It  is  certain  that 
not  a  few  divines,  as  well  as  philosophers  of  great  note,  have, 
from  the  difficulty  they  found  in  conceiving  either  limits  or 
annihilation  of  space,  concluded  it  must  be  divine.  And 
some  of  late  have  set  themselves  particularly  to  shew  the 
incommunicable  attributes  of  God  agree  to  it.  Which 
doctrine,  how  unworthy  soever  it  may  seem  of  the  Divine 
Nature,  yet  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  get  clear  of  it,  so  long  as 
we  adhere  to  the  received  opinions. 

118.  Hitherto  of  Natural  Philosophy:  we  come  now  to 
make  some  inquiry  concerning  that  other  great  branch  of 
speculative  knowledge,  to  wit,  Mathematics.  These,  how 
celebrated  soever  they  may  be  for  their  clearness  and 
certainty  of  demonstration,  which  is  hardly  anywhere  else  to 
be  found,  cannot  nevertheless  be  supposed  altogether  free 
from  mistakes,  if  in  their  principles  there  lurks  some  secret 
error  which  is  common  to  the  professors  of  those  sciences 
with  the  rest  of  mankind.  Mathematicians,  though  they 
deduce  their  theorems  from  a  great  height  of  evidence, 
yet  their  first  principles  are  limited  by  the  consideration  of 
quantity :  and  they  do  not  descend  into  any  inquiry  con- 
cerning those  transcendental  maxims  which  influence  all  the 
particular  sciences,  each  part  whereof,  Mathematics  not  ex- 
cepted, does  consequently  participate  of  the  errors  involved 
in  them.  That  the  principles  laid  down  by  mathematicians 
are  true,  and  their  way  of  deduction  from  those  principles 
clear  and  incontestible,  we  do  not  deny ;  but,  we  hold  there 
may  be  certain  erroneous  maxims  of  greater  extent  than  the 
object  of  Mathematics,  and  for  that  reason  not  expressly 
mentioned,  though  tacitly  supposed  throughout  the  whole 
progress  of  that  science;  and  that  the  ill  effects  of  those 
secret  unexamined  errors  are  diffused  through  all  the  branches 
thereof.  To  be  plain,  we  suspect  the  mathematicians  are 
as  well  as  other  men  concerned  in  the  errors  arising  from  the 
doctrine  of  abstract  general  ideas,  and  the  existence  of  objects 
without  the  mind. 

119.  Arithmetic  has  been  thought  to  have  for  its  object 
abstract  ideas  of  Number ;  of  which  to  understand  the 
properties  and  mutual  habitudes,  is  supposed  no  mean  part 
of  speculative  knowledge.     The  opinion  of  the  pure  and  in- 
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tellectual  nature  of  numbers  in  abstract  has  made  them  in 
esteem  with  those  philosophers  who  seem  to  have  affected  an 
uncommon  fineness  and  elevation  of  thought.  It  hath  set  a 
price  on  the  most  trifling  numerical  speculations  which  in 
practice  are  of  no  use,  but  serve  only  for  amusement ;  and 
hath  therefore  so  far  infected  the  minds  of  some,  that  they 
have  dreamed  of  mighty  mysteries  involved  in  numbers,  and 
attempted  the  explication  of  natural  things  by  them.  But, 
if  we  inquire  into  our  own  thoughts,  and  consider  what 
has  been  premised,  we  may  perhaps  entertain  a  low  opinion 
of  those  high  flights  and  abstractions,  and  look  on  all 
inquiries,  about  numbers  only  as  so  many  difficiles  m/gcz, 
so  far  as  they  are  not  subservient  to  practice,  and  promote 
the  benefit  of  life. 

1 20.  Unity  in  abstract  we  have  before  considered  in  sect. 
13,  from  which  and  what  has  been  said  in  the  Introduction, 
it  plainly  follows  there  is  not  any  such  idea.  But,  number 
being  defined  a  "  collection  of  units,"  we  may  conclude  that, 
if  there  be  no  such  thing  as  unity  or  unit  in  abstract,  there  are 
no  ideas  of  number  in  abstract  denoted  by  the  numeral  names 
and  figures.  The  theories  therefore  in  Arithmetic,  if  they  are 
abstracted  from  the  names  and  figures,  as  likewise  from  all 
use  and  practice,  as  well  as  from  the  particular  things 
numbered,  can  be  supposed  to  have  nothing  at  all  for  their 
object ;  hence  we  may  see  how  entirely  the  science  of  num- 
bers is  subordinate  to  practice,  and  how  jejune  and  trifling 
it  becomes  when  considered  as  a  matter  of  mere  speculation. 

121.  However,  since  there  may  be  some  who,  deluded  by 
the  specious  show  of  discovering  abstracted  verities,  waste 
their  time  in  arithmetical  theorems  and  problems  which  have 
not  any  use,  it  will  not  be  amiss  if  we  more  fully  consider 
and  expose  the  vanity  of  that  pretence  ;  and  this  will  plainly 
appear  by  taking  a  view  of  Arithmetic  in  its  infancy,  and  ob- 
serving what  it  was  that  originally  put  men  on  the  study  of 
that  science,  and  to  what  scope  they  directed  it.  It  is 
natural  to  think  that  at  first,  men,  for  ease  of  memory  and 
help  of  computation,  made  use  of  counters,  or  in  writing  of 
single  strokes,  points,  or  the  like,  each  whereof  was  made  to 
signify  an  unit,  i.e.  some  one  thing  of  whatever  kind  they  had 
occasion  to  reckon.  Afterwards  they  found  out  the  more 
compendious  ways  of  making  one  character  stand  in  place  of 
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several  strokes  or  points.  And,  lastly,  the  notation  of  the 
Arabians  or  Indians  came  into  use,  wherein,  by  the  repetition 
of  a  few  characters  or  figures,  and  varying  the  signification  of 
each  figure  according  to  the  place  it  obtains,  all  numbers  may 
be  most  aptly  expressed ;  which  seems  to  have  been  done  in 
imitation  of  language,  so  that  an  exact  analogy  is  observed 
betwixt  the  notation  by  figures  and  names,  the  nine  simple 
figures  answering  the  nine  first  numeral  names  and  places  in 
the  former,  corresponding  to  denominations  in  the  latter. 
And  agreeably  to  those  conditions  of  the  simple  and  local 
value  of  figures,  were  contrived  methods  of  finding,  from  the 
given  figures  or  marks  of  the  parts,  what  figures  and  how 
placed  are  proper  to  denote  the  whole,  or  vice  versa.  And 
having  found  the  sought  figures,  the  same  rule  or  analogy 
being  observed  throughout,  it  is  easy  to  read  them  into 
words ;  and  so  the  number  becomes  perfectly  known.  For 
then  the  number  of  any  particular  things  is  said  to  be  known, 
when  we  know  the  name  or  figures  (with  their  due  arrange- 
ment) that  according  to  the  standing  analogy  belong  to  them. 
For,  these  signs  being  known,  we  can  by  the  operations  of 
arithmetic  know  the  signs  of  any  part  of  the  particular  sums 
signified  by  them  ;  and,  thus  computing  in  signs  (because  of 
the  connexion  established  betwixt  them  and  the  distinct 
multitudes  of  things  whereof  one  is  taken  for  an  unit),  we 
may  be  able  rightly  to  sum  up,  divide,  and  proportion  the 
things  themselves  that  we  intend  to  number. 

122.  In  Arithmetic,  therefore,  we  regard  not  the  things 
but  the  signs,  which  nevertheless  are  not  regarded  for  their 
own  sake,  but  because  they  direct  us  how  to  act  with  relation 
to  things,  and  dispose  rightly  of  them.  Now,  agreeably  to 
what  we  have  before  observed  of  words  in  general  (sect.  1 9, 
Introd.)  it  happens  here  likewise  that  abstract  ideas  are 
thought  to  be  signified  by  numeral  names  or  characters, 
while  they  do  not  suggest  ideas  of  particular  things  to  our 
minds.  I  shall  not  at  present  enter  into  a  more  particular 
dissertation  on  this  subject,  but  only  observe  that  it  is 
evident  from  what  has  been  said,  those  things  which  pass 
for  abstract  truths  and  theorems  concerning  numbers,  are  in 
reality  conversant  about  no  object  distinct  from  particular 
numerable  things,  except  only  names  and  characters,  which 
originally  came  to  be  considered  on  no  other  account  but 
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their  being  signs,  or  capable  to  represent  aptly  whatever 
particular  things  men  had  need  to  compute.  Whence  it 
follows  that  to  study  them  for  their  own  sake  would  be  just 
as  wise,  and  to  as  good  purpose  as  if  a  man,  neglecting  the 
true  use  or  original  intention  and  subserviency  of  language, 
should  spend  his  time  in  impertinent  criticisms  upon  words, 
or  reasonings  and  controversies  purely  verbal. 

123.  From  numbers  we  proceed  to  speak  of  Extension, 
which,  considered  as  relative,1  is  the  object  of  Geometry. 
The  infinite  divisibility  of  finite  extension,  though  it  is  not 
expressly  laid  down  either  as  an  axiom  or  theorem  in  the 
elements  of  that  science,  yet  is  throughout  the  same  every- 
where supposed  and  thought  to  have  so  inseparable  and 
essential  a  connexion  with  the  principles  and  demonstrations 
in  Geometry,  that  mathematicians  never  admit  it  into  doubt, 
or  make  the  least  question  of  it.  And,  as  this  notion  is  the 
source  from  whence  do  spring  all  those  amusing  geometrical 
paradoxes  which  have  such  a  direct  repugnancy  to  the  plain 
common  sense  of  mankind,  and  are  admitted  with  so  much 
reluctance  into  a  mind  not  yet  debauched  by  learning ;  so 
is  it  the  principal  occasion  of  all  that  nice  and  extreme 
subtilty  which  renders  the  study  of  Mathematics  so  difficult 
and  tedious.  Hence,  if  we  can  make  it  appear  that  no 
finite  extension  contains  innumerable  parts,  or  is  infinitely 
divisible,  it  follows  that  we  shall  at  once  clear  the  science 
of  Geometry  from  a  great  number  of  difficulties  and  contra- 
dictions which  have  ever  been  esteemed  a  reproach  to  human 
reason,  and  withal  make  the  attainment  thereof  a  business 
of  much  less  time  and  pains  than  it  hitherto  has  been. 

124.  Every  particular  finite  extension  which  may  possibly 
be  the  object  of  our  thought  is  an  idea  existing  only  in  the 
mind,  and  consequently  each  part  thereof  must  be  perceived. 
If,  therefore,  I  cannot  perceive  innumerable  parts  in  any 
finite  extension  that  I  consider,  it  is  certain  they  are  not 
contained  in  it ;  but,  it  is  evident  that  I  cannot  distinguish 
innumerable  parts  in  any  particular  line,  surface,  or  solid, 
which  I  either  perceive  by  sense,  or  figure  to  myself  in  my 
mind  :  wherefore  I  conclude  they  are  not  contained  in  it. 
Nothing  can  be  plainer  to  me  than  that  the  extensions  I 

1  The  words  "considered  as  relative"  were  added  to  the  last 
edition. 
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have  in  view  are  no  other  than  my  own  ideas ;  and  it  is  no 
less  plain  that  I  cannot  resolve  any  one  of  my  ideas  into  an 
infinite  number  of  other  ideas,  that  is,  that  they  are  not  in- 
finitely divisible.  If  by  finite  extension  be  meant  something 
distinct  from  a  finite  idea,  I  declare  I  do  not  know  what 
that  is,  and  so  cannot  affirm  or  deny  anything  of  it.  But  if 
the  terms  "  extension,"  "  parts,"  &c,  are  taken  in  any  sense 
conceivable,  that  is,  for  ideas,  then  to  say  a  finite  quantity  or 
extension  consists  of  parts  infinite  in  number  is  so  manifest 
a  contradiction,  that  every  one  at  first  sight  acknowledges  it 
to  be  so ;  and  it  is  impossible  it  should  ever  gain  the  assent 
of  any  reasonable  creature  who  is  not  brought  to  it  by  gentle 
and  slow  degrees,  as  a  converted  Gentile  to  the  belief  of 
transubstantiation.  Ancient  and  rooted  prejudices  do  often 
pass  into  principles ;  and  those  propositions  which  once 
obtain  the  force  and  credit  of  a  principle,  are  not  only 
themselves,  but  likewise  whatever  is  deducible  from  them, 
thought  privileged  from  all  examination.  And  there  is  no 
absurdity  so  gross,  which,  by  this  means,  the  mind  of  man 
may  not  be  prepared  to  swallow. 

125.  He  whose  understanding  is  prepossessed  with  the 
doctrine  of  abstract  general  ideas  may  be  persuaded  that 
(whatever  be  thought  of  the  ideas  of  sense)  extension  in 
abstract  is  infinitely  divisible.  And  one  who  thinks  the 
objects  of  sense  exist  without  the  mind  will  perhaps  in  virtue 
thereof  be  brought  to  admit  that  a  line  but  an  inch  long  may 
contain  innumerable  parts — really  existing,  though  too  small 
to  be  discerned.  These  errors  are  grafted  as  well  in  the 
minds  of  geometricians  as  of  other  men,  and  have  a  like  in- 
fluence on  their  reasonings ;  and  it  were  no  difficult  thing  to 
shew  how  the  arguments  from  Geometry  made  use  of  to 
support  the  infinite  divisibility  of  extension  are  bottomed  on 
them.1  At  present  we  shall  only  observe  in  general  whence 
it  is  the  mathematicians  are  all  so  fond  and  tenacious  of  that 
doctrine. 

126.  It  hath  been  observed  in  another  place  that  the 
theorems  and  demonstrations  in  Geometry  are  conversant 
about  universal  ideas  (sect.  15.  Introd.);  where  it  is  ex- 
plained in  what  sense  this  ought  to  be  understood,  to  wit, 

1  Here  came  in  the  first  edition  :  "  But  this,  if  it  be  thought  necessary, 
we  may  hereafter  find  a  proper  place  to  treat  of  in  a  particular  manner." 
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the  particular  lines  and  figures  included  in  the  diagram  are 
supposed  to  stand  for  innumerable  others  of  different  sizes ; 
or,  in  other  words,  the  geometer  considers  them  abstracting 
from  their  magnitude — which  does  not  imply  that  he  forms 
an  abstract  idea,  but  only  that  he  cares  not  what  the  particular 
magnitude  is,  whether  great  or  small,  but  looks  on  that  as  a 
thing  indifferent  to  the  demonstration.  Hence  it  follows 
that  a  line  in  the  scheme  but  an  inch  long  must  be  spoken 
of  as  though  it  contained  ten  thousand  parts,  since  it  is  re- 
garded not  in  itself  but  as  it  is  universal ;  and  it  is  universal 
only  in  its  signification,  whereby  it  represents  innumerable 
lines  greater  than  itself,  in  which  may  be  distinguished  ten 
thousand  parts  or  more,  though  there  may  not  be  above  an 
inch  in  it.  After  this  manner,  the  properties  of  the  lines 
signified  are  (by  a  very  usual  figure)  transferred  to  the  sign, 
and  thence,  through  mistake,  thought  to  appertain  to  it  con- 
sidered in  its  own  nature. 

127.  Because  there  is  no  number  of  parts  so  great  but  it 
is  possible  there  may  be  a  line  containing  more,  the  inch- 
line  is  said  to  contain  parts  more  than  any  assignable 
number ;  which  is  true,  not  of  the  inch  taken  absolutely,  but 
only  for  the  things  signified  by  it.  But  men,  not  retaining 
that  distinction  in  their  thoughts,  slide  into  a  belief  that  the 
small  particular  line  described  on  paper  contains  in  itself 
parts  innumerable.  There  is  no  such  thing  as  the  ten 
thousandth  part  of  an  inch ;  but  there  is  of  a  mile  or  dia- 
meter of  the  earth,  which  may  be  signified  by  that  inch. 
When  therefore  I  delineate  a  triangle  on  paper,  and  take 
one  side  not  above  an  inch,  for  example,  in  length  to  be  the 
radius,  this  I  consider  as  divided  into  10,000  or  100,000 
parts  or  more ;  for,  though  the  ten  thousandth  part  of  that 
line  considered  in  itself  is  nothing  at  all,  and  consequently 
may  be  neglected  without  any  error  or  inconveniency,  yet 
these  described  lines,  being  only  marks  standing  for  greater 
quantities,  whereof  it  may  be  the  ten  thousandth  part  is  very 
considerable,  it  follows  that,  to  prevent  notable  errors  in 
practice,  the  radius  must  be  taken  of  10,000  parts  or  more. 

128.  From  what  has  been  said  the  reason  is  plain  why,  to 
the  end  any  theorem  become  universal  in  its  use,  it  is 
necessary  we  speak  of  the  lines  described  on  paper  as  though 
they  contained  parts  which  really  they  do  not.     In  doing  of 
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which,  if  we  examine  the  matter  thoroughly,  we  shall  per- 
haps discover  that  we  cannot  conceive  an  inch  itself  as  con- 
sisting of,  or  being  divisible  into,  a  thousand  parts,  but  only 
some  other  line  which  is  far  greater  than  an  inch,  and 
represented  by  it ;  and  that  when  we  say  a  line  is  infinitely 
divisible,  we  must  mean1  a  line  which  is  infinitely  great. 
What  we  have  here  observed  seems  to  be  the  chief  cause 
why,  to  suppose  the  infinite  divisibility  of  finite  extension 
has  been  thought  necessary  in  geometry. 

129.  The  several  absurdities  and  contradictions  which 
flowed  from  this  false  principle  might,  one  would  think,  have 
been  esteemed  so  many  demonstrations  against  it.  But,  by 
I  know  not  what  logic,  it  is  held  that  proofs  a  posteriori  are 
not  to  be  admitted  against  propositions  relating  to  infinity, 
as  though  it  were  not  impossible  even  for  an  infinite  mind 
to  reconcile  contradictions ;  or  as  if  anything  absurd  and 
repugnant  could  have  a  necessary  connexion  with  truth  or 
flow  from  it.  But,  whoever  considers  the  weakness  of  this 
pretence  will  think  it  was  contrived  on  purpose  to  humour  the 
laziness  of  the  mind  which  had  rather  acquiesce  in  an  indolent 
scepticism  than  be  at  the  pains  to  go  through  with  a  severe 
examination  of  those  principles  it  has  ever  embraced  for  true. 

130.  Of  late  the  speculations  about  Infinites  have  run  so 
high,  and  grown  to  such  strange  notions,  as  have  occasioned 
no  small  scruples  and  disputes  among  the  geometers  of  the 
present  age.  Some  there  are  of  great  note  who,  not  content 
with  holding  that  finite  lines  may  be  divided  into  an  infinite 
number  of  parts,  do  yet  farther  maintain  that  each  of  those 
infinitesimals  is  itself  subdivisible  into  an  infinity  of  other 
parts  or  infinitesimals  of  a  second  order,  and  so  on  ad 
infinitum.  These,  1  say,  assert  there  are  infinitesimals  of 
infinitesimals  of  infinitesimals,  without  ever  coming  to  an 
end  :  so  that  according  to  them  an  inch  does  not  barely 
contain  an  infinite  number  of  parts,  but  an  infinity  of  an 
infinity  of  an  infinity  ad  infinitum  of  parts.  Others  there  be 
who  hold  all  orders  of  infinitesimals  below  the  first  to  be 
nothing  at  all ;  thinking  it  with  good  reason  absurd  to 
imagine  there  is  any  positive  quantity  or  part  of  extension 
which,    though  multiplied   infinitely,  can  never   equal   the 

1  In  the  first  edition  :  "  we  mean  (if  we  mean  anything)  a  line  which 
is,"  &c. 
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smallest  given  extension.  And  yet  on  the  other  hand  It 
seems  no  less  absurd  to  think  the  square,  cube,  or  other 
power  of  a  positive  real  root,  should  itself  be  nothing  at  all ; 
which  they  who  hold  infinitesimals  of  the  first  order,  deny- 
ing all  of  the  subsequent  orders,  are  obliged  to  maintain. 

131.  Have  we  not  therefore  reason  to  conclude  they  are 
both  in  the  wrong,  and  that  there  is  in  effect  no  such  thing 
as  parts  infinitely  small,  or  an  infinite  number  of  parts  con- 
tained in  any  finite  quantity  ?  But  you  will  say  that  if  this 
doctrine  obtains  it  will  follow  the  very  foundations  of  Geo- 
metry are  destroyed,  and  those  great  men  who  have  raised 
that  science  to  so  astonishing  a  height,  have  been  all  the 
while  building  a  castle  in  the  air.  To  this  it  may  be  replied 
that  whatever  is  useful  in  geometry,  and  promotes  the  bene- 
fit of  human  life,  does  still  remain  firm  and  unshaken  on  our 
principles;  that  science  considered  as  practical  will  rather 
receive  advantage  than  any  prejudice  from  what  has  been 
said.  But  to  set  this  in  a  due  light l  may  be  the  subject  of  a 
distinct  inquiry.  For  the  rest,  though  it  should  follow  that 
some  of  the  more  intricate  and  subtle  parts  of  Speculative 
Mathematics  may  be  pared  off  without  any  prejudice  to  truth, 
yet  I  do  not  see  what  damage  will  be  thence  derived  to  man- 
kind. On  the  contrary,  I  think  it  were  highly  to  be  wished 
that  men  of  great  abilities  and  obstinate  application  would 
draw  off  their  thoughts  from  those  amusements,  and  employ 
them  in  the  study  of  such  things  as  lie  nearer  the  concerns  of 
life,  or  have  a  more  direct  influence  on  the  manners. 

132.  If  it  be  said  that  several  theorems  undoubtedly  true 
are  discovered  by  methods  in  which  infinitesimals  are  made 
use  of,  which  could  never  have  been  if  their  existence  in- 
cluded a  contradiction  in  it ;  I  answer  that  upon  a  thorough 
examination  it  will  not  be  found  that  in  any  instance  it  is 
necessary  to  make  use  of  or  conceive  infinitesimal  parts  of 
finite  lines,  or  even  quantities  less  than  the  minimum  sensibile; 
nay,  it  will  be  evident  this  is  never  done,  it  being  impossible.8 

1  Here  followed  in  the  first  edition  :  "  and  show  how  lines  and  figures 
may  be  measured,  and  their  properties  investigated,  without  supposing 
finite  extension  to  be  infinitely  divisible,  may  be  the  proper  business  of 
another  place.     For  the  rest,"  &c. 

■  In  the  first  edition  there  followed  this  closing  passage  :  "  And, 
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133.  By  what  we  have  premised,  it  is  plain  that  very- 
numerous  and  important  errors  have  taken  their  rise  from 
those  false  Principles  which  were  impugned  in  the  foregoing 
parts  of  this  treatise ;  and  the  opposites  of  those  erroneous 
tenets  at  the  same  time  appear  to  be  most  fruitful  Principles, 
from  whence  do  flow  innumerable  consequences  highly  ad- 
vantageous to  true  philosophy,  as  well  as  to  religion.  Par- 
ticularly Matter,  or  the  absolute  existence  of  corporeal  objects, 
hath  been  shewn  to  be  that  wherein  the  most  avowed  and 
pernicious  enemies  of  all  knowledge,  whether  human  or 
divine,  have  ever  placed  their  chief  strength  and  confidence. 
And  surely,  if  by  distinguishing  the  real  existence  of  un- 
thinking things  from  their  being  perceived,  and  allowing 
them  a  subsistence  of  their  own  out  of  the  minds  of  spirits, 
no  one  thing  is  explained  in  nature,  but  on  the  contrary 
a  great  many  inexplicable  difficulties  arise ;  if  the  supposition 
of  Matter  is  barely  precarious,  as  not  being  grounded  on  so 
much  as  one  single  reason  ;  if  its  consequences  cannot  endure 
the  light  of  examination  and  free  inquiry,  but  screen  them- 
selves under  the  dark  and  general  pretence  of  "infinites 
being  incomprehensible ; "  if  withal  the  removal  of  this 
Matter  be  not  attended  with  the  least  evil  consequence  ;  if 
it  be  not  even  missed  in  the  world,  but  everything  as  well, 
nay  much  easier  conceived  without  it ;  if,  lastly,  both  Sceptics 
and  Atheists  are  for  ever  silenced  upon  supposing  only 
spirits  and  ideas,  and  this  scheme  of  things  is  perfectly  agree- 
able both  to  Reason  and  Religion  :  methinks  we  may  expect 
it  should  be  admitted  and  firmly  embraced,  though  it  were 
proposed  only  as  an  hypothesis,  and  the  existence  of  Matter 
had  been  allowed  possible,  which  yet  I  think  we  have 
evidently  demonstrated  that  it  is  not. 

134.  True  it  is  that,  in  consequence  of  the  foregoing  prin- 
ciples, several  disputes  and  speculations  which  are  esteemed 


whatever  mathematicians  may  think  of  fluxions,  or  the  differential  cal- 
culus and  the  like,  a  little  reflexion  will  shew  them  that,  in  working 
by  those  methods,  they  do  not  conceive  or  imagine  lines  or  surfaces  less 
than  what  are  perceivable  to  sense.  They  may  indeed  call  those  little 
and  almost  insensible  quantities  infinitesimals,  or  infinitesimals  of  in- 
finitesimals, if  they  please  ;  but  at  bottom  this  is  all,  they  being  in  truth 
finite ;  nor  does  the  solution  of  problems  require  the  supposing  any 
other.  But  this  will  be  more  clearly  made  out  hereafter. " 
I.  R. 
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no  mean  parts  of  learning,  are  rejected  as  useless.1  But,  how 
great  a  prejudice  soever  against  our  notions  this  may  give  to 
those  who  have  already  been  deeply  engaged,  and  made 
large  advances  in  studies  of  that  nature,  yet  by  others  we 
hope  it  will  not  be  thought  any  just  ground  of  dislike  to  the 
principles  and  tenets  herein  laid  down,  that  they  abridge  the 
labour  of  study,  and  make  human  sciences  far  more  clear, 
compendious,  and  attainable  than  they  were  before. 


135.  Having  despatched  what  we  intended  to  say  con- 
cerning the  knowledge  of  Ideas,  the  method  we  proposed 
leads  us  in  the  next  place  to  treat  of  Spirits — with  regard  to 
which,  perhaps,  human  knowledge  is  not  so  deficient  as  is 
vulgarly  imagined.  The  great  reason  that  is  assigned  for 
our  being  thought  ignorant  of  the  nature  of  spirits  is  our 
not  having  an  idea  of  it.  But,  surely  it  ought  not  to  be 
looked  on  as  a  defect  in  a  human  understanding  that  it  does 
not  perceive  the  idea  of  spirit,  if  it  is  manifestly  impossible 
there  should  be  any  such  idea.  .  And  this  if  I  mistake  not 
has  been  demonstrated  in  section  27  ;  to  which  I  shall  here 
add  that  a  spirit  has  been  shewn  to  be  the  only  substance 
or  support  wherein  unthinking  beings  or  ideas  can  exist ; 
but  that  this  substance  which  supports  or  perceives  ideas 
should  itself  be  an  idea  or  like  an  idea  is  evidently  absurd. 

136.  It  will  perhaps  be  said  that  we  want  a  sense  (as 
some  have  imagined)  proper  to  know  substances  withal, 
which,  if  we  had,  we  might  know  our  own  soul  as  we  do  a 
triangle.  To  this  I  answer,  that,  in  case  we  had  a  new  sense 
bestowed  upon  us,  we  could  only  receive  thereby  some  new 
sensations  or  ideas  of  sense.  But  I  believe  nobody  will  say 
that  what  he  means  by  the  terms  soul  and  substance  is  only 
some  particular  sort  of  idea  or  sensation.  We  may  therefore 
infer  that,  all  things  duly  considered,  it  is  not  more  reason- 
able to  think  our  faculties  defective,  in  that  they  do  not 
furnish  us  with  an  idea  of  spirit  or  active  thinking  substance, 
than  it  would  be  if  we  should  blame  them  for  not  being  able 
to  comprehend  a  round  square. 

137.  From  the  opinion  that  spirits  are  to  be  known  after 

1  In  the  first  edition :  "useless  and  in  effect  conversant  about  nothing 
at  all." 
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the  manner  of  an  idea  or  sensation  have  risen  many  absurd 
and  heterodox  tenets,  and  much  scepticism  about  the  nature 
of  the  soul.  It  is  even  probable  that  this  opinion  may  have 
produced  a  doubt  in  some  whether  they  had  any  soul  at  all 
distinct  from  their  body,  since  upon  inquiry  they  could  not 
find  they  had  an  idea  of  it.  That  an  idea  which  is  in- 
active, and  the  existence  whereof  consists  in  being  perceived, 
should  be  the  image  or  likeness  of  an  agent  subsisting  by 
itself,  seems  to  need  no  other  refutation  than  barely  attend- 
ing to  what  is  meant  by  those  words.  But,  perhaps  you  will 
say  that  though  an  idea  cannot  resemble  a  spirit  in  its  think 
ing,  acting,  or  subsisting  by  itself,  yet  it  may  in  some  other 
respects  ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  an  idea  or  image  be  in 
all  respects  like  the  original. 

138.  I  answer,  if  it  does  not  in  those  mentioned,  it  is  im- 
possible it  should  represent  it  in  any  other  thing.  Do  but 
leave  out  the  power  of  willing,  thinking,  and  perceiving  ideas, 
and  there  remains  nothing  else  wherein  the  idea  can  be  like 
a  spirit.  For,  by  the  word  spirit  we  mean  only  that  which 
thinks,  wills,  and  perceives ;  this,  and  this  alone,  constitutes 
the  signification  of  that  term.  If  therefore  it  is  impossible 
that  any  degree  of  those  powers  should  be  represented  in 
an  idea,1  it  is  evident  there  can  be  no  idea  of  a  spirit. 

139.  But  it  will  be  objected  that,  if  there  is  no  idea  sig- 
nified by  the  terms  soul,  spirit,  and  substance,  they  are  wholly 
insignificant,  or  have  no  meaning  in  them.  I  answer,  those 
words  do  mean  or  signify  a  real  thing,  which  is  neither  an 
idea  nor  like  an  idea,  but  that  which  perceives  ideas,  and 
wills,  and  reasons  about  them.  What  I  am  myself,  that  which 
I  denote  by  the  term  I,  is  the  same  with  what  is  meant  by 
soul  or  spiritual  substance?  If  it  be  said  that  this  is  only 
quarrelling  at  a  word,  and  that,  since  the  immediate  sig- 
nifications of  other  names  are  by  common  consent  called 
ideas,  no  reason  can  be  assigned  why  that  which  is  signified 
by  the  name  spirit  or  soul  may  not  partake  in  the  same  ap- 
pellation.    I  answer,  all  the  unthinking  objects  of  the  mind 

1  In  the  first  edition  here  and  below  was  "idea  or  notion."  See 
section  142  for  Berkeley's  definition  of  a  notion. 

2  In  the  first  edition  this  passage  here  appeared:  "But  if  I  should 
say  that  /was  nothing,  or  that  /was  an  idea  or  notion,  nothing  could 
be  more  evidently  absurd  than  either  of  these  propositions." 
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agree  in  that  they  are  entirely  passive,  and  their  existence 
consists  only  in  being  perceived ;  whereas  a  soul  or  spirit  is 
an  active  being,  whose  existence  consists,  not  in  being  per- 
ceived, but  in  perceiving  ideas  and  thinking.  It  is  therefore 
necessary,  in  order  to  prevent  equivocation  and  confounding 
natures  perfectly  disagreeing  and  unlike,  that  we  distinguish 
between  spirit  and  idea.     See  sect.  27. 

140.  In  a  large  sense  indeed,  we  may  be  said  to  have  an 
idea  or  rather  a  notion  of  spirit;1  that  is,  we  understand 
the  meaning  of  the  word,  otherwise  we  could  not  affirm  or 
deny  anything  of  it.  Moreover,  as  we  conceive  the  ideas 
that  are  in  the  minds  of  other  spirits  by  means  of  our  own, 
which  we  suppose  to  be  resemblances  of  them  ;  so  we  know 
other  spirits  by  means  of  our  own  soul,  which  in  that  sense 
is  the  image  or  idea  of  them ;  it  having  a  like  respect  to 
other  spirits  that  blueness  or  heat  by  me  perceived  has  to 
those  ideas  perceived  by  another. 

1 4 1.2  It  must  not  be  supposed  that  they  who  assert  the 
natural  immortality  of  the  soul  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  abso- 
lutely incapable  of  annihilation  even  by  the  infinite  power  of 
the  Creator  who  first  gave  it  being,  but  only  that  it  is  not 
liable  to  be  broken  or  dissolved  by  the  ordinary  laws  of  nature 
or  motion.  They  indeed  who  hold  the  soul  of  man  to  be 
only  a  thin  vital  flame,  or  system  of  animal  spirits,  make  it 
perishing  and  corruptible  as  the  body  ;  since  there  is  nothing 
more  easily  dissipated  than  such  a  being,  which  it  is  naturally 
impossible  should  survive  the  ruin  of  the  tabernacle  wherein 
it  is  inclosed.  And  this  notion  has  been  greedily  embraced 
and  cherished  by  the  worst  part  of  mankind,  as  the  most 
effectual  antidote  against  all  impressions  of  virtue  and  religion. 
But  it  has  been  made  evident  that  bodies,  of  what  frame  or 
texture  soever,  are  barely  passive  ideas  in  the  mind,  which 
is  more  distant  and  heterogeneous  from  them  than  light  is 
from  darkness.  We  have  shewn  that  the  soul  is  indivisible, 
incorporeal,    unextended,  and  it  is  consequently  incorrup- 

1  The  words  "or  rather  a  notion"  were  inserted  in  the  second 
edition.     See  section  142. 

J  In  the  first  edition  section  141  began  with  this  passage :  "  The 
natural  immortality  of  the  soul  is  a  necessary  consequence  of  the  fore- 
going doctrine.  But  before  we  attempt  to  prove  this,  it  is  fit  that  we 
explain  the  meaning  of  that  tenet.     It  must  not  be  supposed,"  &c. 
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tible.  Nothing  can  be  plainer  than  that  the  motions, 
changes,  decays,  and  dissolutions  which  we  hourly  see  befall 
natural  bodies  (and  which  is  what  we  mean  by  the  course  of 
nature)  cannot  possibly  affect  an  active,  simple,  uncom- 
pounded  substance  :  such  a  being  therefore  is  indissoluble  by 
the  force  of  nature ;  that  is  to  say,  "  the  soul  of  man  is 
naturally  immortal." 

142.  After  what  has  been  said,  it  is,  I  suppose,  plain  that 
our  souls  are  not  to  be  known  in  the  same  manner  as  sense- 
less, inactive  objects,  or  by  way  of  idea.  Spirits  and  ideas 
are  things  so  wholly  different,  that  when  we  say  "they  exist," 
"  they  are  known,"  or  the  like,  these  words  must  be  thought 
to  signify  anything  common  to  both  natures.  There  is 
nothing  alike  or  common  in  them  :  and  to  expect  that  by  any 
multiplication  or  enlargement  of  our  faculties  we  may  be  en- 
abled to  know  a  spirit  as  we  do  a  triangle,  seems  as  absurd 
as  if  we  should  hope  to  see  a  sound.  This  is  inculcated  be- 
cause I  imagine  it  may  be  of  moment  towards  clearing  several 
important  questions,  and  preventing  some  very  dangerous 
errors  concerning  the  nature  of  the  soul.1  We  may  not,  I 
think,  strictly  be  said  to  have  an  idea  of  an  active  being,  or  of 
an  action,  although  we  may  be  said  to  have  a  notion  of  them. 
I  have  some  knowledge  or  notion  of  my  mind,  and  its  acts 
about  ideas,  inasmuch  as  I  know  or  understand  what  is 
meant  by  these  words.  What  I  know,  that  I  have  some 
notion  of.  I  will  not  say  that  the  terms  idea  and  notion  may 
not  be  used  convertibly,  if  the  world  will  have  it  so  ;  but  yet 
it  conduceth  to  clearness  and  propriety  that  we  distinguish 
things  very  different  by  different  names.  It  is  also  to  be  re- 
marked that,  all  relations  including  an  act  of  the  mind,  we 
cannot  so  properly  be  said  to  have  an  idea,  but  rather  a 
notion  of  the  relations  and  habitudes  between  things.  But 
if,  in  the  modern  way,  the  word  idea  is  extended  to  spirits, 
and  relations,  and  acts,  this  is,  after  all,  an  affair  of  verbal 
concern. 

143.  It  will  not  be  amiss  to  add,  that  the  doctrine  of 
abstract  ideas  has  had  no  small  share  in  rendering  those 
sciences  intricate  and  obscure  which  are  particularly  convers- 
ant about  spiritual  things.     Men  have  imagined  they  could 

1  From  this  point  to  the  end  of  the  section  is  matter  inserted  in  the 
second  edition. 
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frame  abstract  notions  of  the  powers  and  acts  of  the  mind, 
and  consider  them  prescinded  as  well  from  the  mind  or  spirit 
itself,  as  from  their  respective  objects  and  effects.  Hence  a 
great  number  of  dark  and  ambiguous  terms,  presumed  to 
stand  for  abstract  notions,  have  been  introduced  into  meta- 
physics and  morality,  and  from  these  have  grown  infinite 
distractions  and  disputes  amongst  the  learned. 

144.  But,  nothing  seems  more  to  have  contributed  towards 
engaging  men  in  controversies  and  mistakes  with  regard  to 
the  nature  and  operations  of  the  mind,  than  the  being  used 
to  speak  of  those  things  in  terms  borrowed  from  sensible 
ideas.  For  example,  the  will  is  termed  the  motion  of  the  soul  : 
this  infuses  a  belief  that  the  mind  of  man  is  as  a  ball  in 
motion,  impelled  and  determined  by  the  objects  of  sense,  as 
necessarily  as  that  is  by  the  stroke  of  a  racket.  Hence  arise 
endless  scruples  and  errors  of  dangerous  consequence  in 
morality.  All  which,  I  doubt  not,  may  be  cleared,  and  truth 
appear  plain,  uniform,  and  consistent,  could  but  philosophers 
be  prevailed  on  to  retire  into  themselves,  and  attentively  con- 
sider their  own  meaning.1 

145.  From  what  has  been  said,  it  is  plain  that  we  cannot 
know  the  existence  of  other  spirits  otherwise  than  by  their 
operations,  or  the  ideas  by  them  excited  in  us.  I  perceive 
several  motions,  changes,  and  combinations  of  ideas,  that  in- 
form me  there  are  certain  particular  agents,  like  myself,  which 
accompany  them  and  concur  in  their  production.  Hence, 
the  knowledge  I  have  of  other  spirits  is  not  immediate,  as  is 
the  knowledge  of  my  ideas;  but  depending  on  the  inter- 
vention of  ideas,  by  me  referred  to  agents  or  spirits  distinct 
from  myself,  as  effects  or  concomitant  signs. 

146.  But,  though  there  be  some  things  which  convince  us 
human  agents  are  concerned  in  producing  them ;  yet  it  is 
evident  to  every  one  that  those  things  which  are  called  the 
Works  of  Nature,  that  is,  the  far  greater  part  of  the  ideas  or 
sensations  perceived  by  us,  are  not  produced  by,  or  depend- 
ent on,  the  wills  of  men.     There  is  therefore  some  other 

1  This  appears  in  the  first  edition  as  follows  :  "  could  but  philosophers 
be  prevailed  on  to  depart  from  some  received  prejudices  and  modes  of 
speech,  and  retire  into  themselves,  and  attentively  consider  their  own 
meaning.  But  the  difficulties  arising  on  this  head  demand  a  more  par- 
ticular disquisition  than  suits  with  the  design  of  this  treatise." 
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Spirit  that  causes  them ;  since  it  is  repugnant  that  they  should 
subsist  by  themselves.  See  sect.  29.  But,  if  we  attentively 
consider  the  constant  regularity,  order,  and  concatenation  of 
natural  things,  the  surprising  magnificence,  beauty,  and  per- 
fection of  the  larger,  and  the  exquisite  contrivance  of  the 
smaller  parts  of  the  creation,  together  with  the  exact  harmony 
and  correspondence  of  the  whole,  but  above  all  the  never- 
enough-admired  laws  of  pain  and  pleasure,  and  the  instincts 
or  natural  inclinations,  appetites,  and  passions  of  animals ; 
I  say  if  we  consider  all  these  things,  and  at  the  same  time 
attend  to  the  meaning  and  import  of  the  attributes  One, 
Eternal,  Infinitely  Wise,  Good,  and  Perfect,  we  shall  clearly 
perceive  that  they  belong  to  the  aforesaid  Spirit,  "  who  works 
all  in  all,"  and  "  by  whom  all  things  consist." 

147.  Hence,  it  is  evident  that  God  is  known  as  certainly 
and  immediately  as  any  other  mind  or  spirit  whatsoever  dis- 
tinct from  ourselves.  We  may  even  assert  that  the  existence 
of  God  is  far  more  evidently  perceived  than  the  existence  of 
men ;  because  the  effects  of  nature  are  infinitely  more 
numerous  and  considerable  than  those  ascribed  to  human 
agents.  There  is  not  any  one  mark  that  denotes  a  man,  or 
effect  produced  by  him,  which  does  not  more  strongly 
evince  the  being  of  that  Spirit  who  is  the  Author  of  Nature. 
For,  it  is  evident  that  in  affecting  other  persons  the  will  of 
man  has  no  other  object  than  barely  the  motion  of  the  limbs 
of  his  body ;  but  that  such  a  motion  should  be  attended  by, 
or  excite  any  idea  in  the  mind  of  another,  depends  wholly  on 
the  will  of  the  Creator.  He  alone  it  is  who,  "  upholding  all 
things  by  the  word  of  His  power,"  maintains  that  intercourse 
between  spirits  whereby  they  are  able  to  perceive  the  exist- 
ence of  each  other.  And  yet  this  pure  and  clear  light  which 
enlightens  every  one  is  itself  invisible.1 

148.  It  seems  to  be  a  general  pretence  of  the  unthinking 
herd  that  they  cannot  see  God.  Could  we  but  see  Him,  say 
they,  as  we  see  a  man,  we  should  believe  that  He  is,  and 
believing  obey  His  commands.  But  alas,  we  need  only  open 
our  eyes  to  see  the  Sovereign  Lord  of  all  things,  with  a  more 
full  and  clear  view  than  we  do  any  one  of  our  fellow-creatures. 
Not  that  I  imagine  we  see  God  (as  some  will  have  it)  by  a 

1  First  edition :  "  invisible  to  the  greatest  part  of  mankind." 
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direct  and  immediate  view ;  or  see  corporeal  things,  not  by 
themselves,  but  by  seeing  that  which  represents  them  in  the 
essence  of  God,  which  doctrine  is,  I  must  confess,  to  me  in- 
comprehensible. But  I  shall  explain  my  meaning : — A 
human  spirit  or  person  is  not  perceived  by  sense,  as  not 
being  an  idea ;  when  therefore  we  see  the  colour,  size,  figure, 
and  motions  of  a  man,  we  perceive  only  certain  sensations  or 
ideas  excited  in  our  own  minds ;  and  these  being  exhibited 
to  our  view  in  sundry  distinct  collections,  serve  to  mark  out 
unto  us  the  existence  of  finite  and  created  spirits  like  our- 
selves. Hence  it  is  plain  we  do  not  see  a  man — if  by  man  is 
meant  that  which  lives,  moves,  perceives,  and  thinks  as  we 
do — but  only  such  a  certain  collection  of  ideas  as  directs  us 
to  think  there  is  a  distinct  principle  of  thought  and  motion, 
like  to  ourselves,  accompanying  and  represented  by  it.  And 
after  the  same  manner  we  see  God  ;  all  the  difference  is  that, 
whereas  some  one  finite  and  narrow  assemblage  of  ideas 
denotes  a  particular  human  mind,  whithersoever  we  direct 
our  view,  we  do  at  all  times  and  in  all  places  perceive 
manifest  tokens  of  the  Divinity  :  everything  we  see,  hear, 
feel,  or  anywise  perceive  by  sense,  being  a  sign  or  effect  of 
the  power  of  God  ;  as  is  our  perception  of  those  very  motions 
which  are  produced  by  men. 

149.  It  is  therefore  plain  that  nothing  can  be  more  evident 
to  any  one  that  is  capable  of  the  least  reflexion  than  the 
existence  of  God,  or  a  Spirit  who  is  intimately  present  to 
our  minds,  producing  in  them  all  that  variety  of  ideas  or 
sensations  which  continually  affect  us,  on  whom  we  have  an 
absolute  and  entire  dependence,  in  short  "  in  whom  we  live, 
and  move,  and  have  our  being."  That  the  discovery  of  this 
great  truth,  which  lies  so  near  and  obvious  to  the  mind, 
should  be  attained  to  by  the  reason  of  so  very  few,  is  a  sad 
instance  of  the  stupidity  and  inattention  of  men,  who,  though 
they  are  surrounded  with  such  clear  manifestations  of  the 
Deity,  are  yet  so  little  affected  by  them  that  they  seem,  as  it 
were,  blinded  with  excess  of  light. 

1 50.  But  you  will  say,  Hath  Nature  no  share  in  the  pro- 
duction of  natural  things,  and  must  they  be  all  ascribed  to 
the  immediate  and  sole  operation  of  God?  I  answer,  if 
by  Nature  is  meant  only  the  visible  series  of  effects  or 
sensations  imprinted  on  our  minds,  according  to  certain  fixed 


OF   HUMAN   KNOWLEDGE.  249 

and  general  laws,  then  it  is  plain  that  Nature,  taken  in  this 
sense,  cannot  produce  anything  at  all.  But,  if  by  Nature  is 
meant  some  being  distinct  from  God,  as  well  as  from  the 
laws  of  nature,  and  things  perceived  by  sense,  I  must  confess 
that  word  is  to  me  an  empty  sound  without  any  intelligible 
meaning  annexed  to  it.  Nature,  in  this  acceptation,  is  a 
vain  chimera,  introduced  by  those  heathens  who  had  not 
just  notions  of  the  omnipresence  and  infinite  perfection  of 
God.  But,  it  is  more  unaccountable  that  it  should  be 
received  among  Christians,  professing  belief  in  the  Holy 
Scriptures,  which  constantly  ascribe  those  effects  to  the 
immediate  hand  of  God  that  heathen  philosophers  are  wont 
to  impute  to  Nature.  "  The  Lord  He  causeth  the  vapours 
to  ascend  ;  He  maketh  lightnings  with  rain ;  He  bringeth 
forth  the  wind  out  of  his  treasures."  Jerem.  x.  13.  "He 
turneth  the  shadow  of  death  into  the  morning,  and  maketh 
the  day  dark  with  night."  Amos  v.  8.  "He  visiteth  the 
earth,  and  maketh  it  soft  with  showers  :  He  blesseth  the 
springing  thereof,  and  crowneth  the  year  with  His  goodness  ; 
so  that  the  pastures  are  clothed  with  flocks,  and  the  valleys 
are  covered  over  with  corn."  See  Psalm  lxv.  But,  notwith- 
standing that  this  is  the  constant  language  of  Scripture,  yet 
we  have  I  know  not  what  aversion  from  believing  that  God 
concerns  Himself  so  nearly  in  our  affairs.  Fain  would 
we  suppose  Him  at  a  great  distance  off,  and  substitute 
some  blind  unthinking  deputy  in  His  stead,  though  (if  we 
may  believe  Saint  Paul)  "  He  be  not  far  from  every  one  of 
us." 

151.  It  will,  I  doubt  not,  be  objected  that  the  slow  and 
gradual  methods  observed  in  the  production  of  natural  things 
do  not  seem  to  have  for  their  cause  the  immediate  hand 
of  an  Almighty  Agent.  Besides,  monsters,  untimely  births, 
fruits  blasted  in  the  blossom,  rains  falling  in  desert  places, 
miseries  incident  to  human  life,  and  the  like,  are  so  many 
arguments  that  the  whole  frame  of  nature  is  not  immediately 
actuated  and  superintended  by  a  Spirit  of  infinite  wisdom 
and  goodness.  But  the  answer  to  this  objection  is  in  a 
good  measure  plain  from  sect.  62  ;  it  being  visible  that 
the  aforesaid  methods  of  nature  are  absolutely  necessary, 
in  order  to  working  by  the  most  simple  and  general  rules, 
and  after  a  steady  and  consistent  manner;   which  argues 
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both  the  wisdom  and  goodness  of  God.1  Such  is  the  arti- 
ficial contrivance  of  this  mighty  machine  of  nature  that, 
whilst  its  motions  and  various  phenomena  strike  on  our 
senses,  the  hand  which  actuates  the  whole  is  itself  unper- 
ceivable  to  men  of  flesh  and  blood.  "  Verily  "  (saith  the 
prophet)  "  thou  art  a  God  that  hidest  thyself."  Isaiah  xlv. 
15.  But,  though  the  Lord  conceal  Himself  from  the  eyes  of 
the  sensual  and  lazy,  who  will  not  be  at  the  least  expense  of 
thought,  yet  to  an  unbiassed  and  attentive  mind  nothing  can 
be  more  plainly  legible  than  the  intimate  presence  of  an  All- 
wise  Spirit,  who  fashions,  regulates,  and  sustains  the  whole 
system  of  beings.  It  is  clear,  from  what  we  have  elsewhere 
observed,  that  the  operating  according  to  general  and  stated 
laws  is  so  necessary  for  our  guidance  in  the  affairs  of  life,  and 
letting  us  into  the  secret  of  nature,  that  without  it  all  reach 
and  compass  of  thought,  all  human  sagacity  and  design, 
could  serve  to  no  manner  of  purpose ;  it  were  even  impossible 
there  should  be  any  such  faculties  or  powers  in  the  mind. 
See  sect.  31.  Which  one  consideration  abundantly  out- 
balances whatever  particular  inconveniences  may  thence 
arise. 

152.  We  should  further  consider  that  the  very  blemishes 
and  defects  of  nature  are  not  without  their  use,  in  that 
they  make  an  agreeable  sort  of  variety,  and  augment  the 
beauty  of  the  rest  of  the  creation,  as  shades  in  a  picture 
serve  to  set  off  the  brighter  and  more  enlightened  parts.  We 
would  likewise  do  well  to  examine  whether  our  taxing  the 
waste  of  seeds  and  embryos,  and  accidental  destruction  of 
plants  and  animals,  before  they  come  to  full  maturity,  as  an 
imprudence  in  the  Author  of  nature,  be  not  the  effect  of 
prejudice  contracted  by  our  familiarity  with  impotent  and 
saving  mortals.  In  man  indeed  a  thrifty  management  of 
those  things  which  he  cannot  procure  without  much  pains 
and  industry  may  be  esteemed  wisdom.  But,  we  must  not 
imagine  that  the  inexplicably  fine  machine  of  an  animal  or 
vegetable  costs  the  great  Creator  any  more  pains  or  trouble 
in  its  production  than  a  pebble  does ;  nothing  being  more 

1  In  the  first  edition  the  following  sentence  appeared  here  :  "  For,  it 
doth  hence  follow  that  the  finger  of  God  is  not  so  conspicuous  to  the 
resolved  and  careless  sinner,  which  gn-es  him  an  opportunity  to  harden 
in  his  impiety  and  grow  ripe  for  vengeance.     (Vide  sect.  57-)" 
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evident  than  that  an  Omnipotent  Spirit  can  indifferently 
produce  everything  by  a  mere  fiat  or  act  of  his  will.  Hence, 
it  is  plain  that  the  splendid  profusion  of  natural  things  should 
not  be  interpreted  weakness  or  prodigality  in  the  agent  who 
produces  them,  but  rather  be  looked  on  as  an  argument  of 
the  riches  of  his  power. 

153.  As  for  the  mixture  of  pain  or  uneasiness  which  is  in 
the  world,  pursuant  to  the  general  laws  of  nature,  and  the 
actions  of  finite,  imperfect  spirits,  this,  in  the  state  we  are  in 
at  present,  is  indispensably  necessary  to  our  well-being.  But 
our  prospects  are  too  narrow.  We  take,  for  instance,  the 
idea  of  some  one  particular  pain  into  our  thoughts,  and 
account  it  evil;  whereas,  if  we  enlarge  our  view,  so  as  to 
comprehend  the  various  ends,  connexions,  and  dependencies 
of  things,  on  what  occasions  and  in  what  proportions  we  are 
affected  with  pain  and  pleasure,  the  nature  of  human  freedom, 
and  the  design  with  which  we  are  put  into  the  world ;  we 
shall  be  forced  to  acknowledge  that  those  particular  things 
which,  considered  in  themselves,  appear  to  be  evil,  have  the 
nature  of  good,  when  considered  as  linked  with  the  whole 
system  of  beings. 

154.  From  what  has  been  said,  it  will  be  manifest  to  any 
considering  person,  that  it  is  merely  for  want  of  attention  and 
comprehensiveness  of  mind  that  there  are  any  favourers  of 
Atheism  or  the  Manichean  Heresy  to  be  found.  Little  and 
unreflecting  souls  may  indeed  burlesque  the  works  of  Provi- 
dence the  beauty  and  order  whereof  they  have  not  capacity, 
or  will  not  be  at  the  pains,  to  comprehend ;  but  those  who 
are  masters  of  any  justness  and  extent  of  thought,  and  are 
withal  used  to  reflect,  can  never  sufficiently  admire  the 
divine  traces  of  Wisdom  and  Goodness  that  shine  through- 
out the  Economy  of  Nature.  But  what  truth  is  there  which 
shineth  so  stronglyon  the  mind  that  byan  aversion  of  thought, 
a  wilful  shutting  of  the  eyes,  we  may  not  escape  seeing  it  ? l 
Is  it  therefore  to  be  wondered  at,  if  the  generality  of  men, 
who  are  ever  intent  on  business  or  pleasure,  and  little  used  to 
fix  or  open  the  eye  of  their  mind,  should  not  have  all  that 
conviction  and  evidence  of  the  Being  of  God  which  might  be 
expected  in  reasonable  creatures  ? 

1  In  the  first  edition  :  "  seeing  it,  at  least  with  a  full  and  direct  view?" 


252      OF  THE   PRINCIPLES   OF   HUMAN    KNOWLEDCE. 

155.  We  should  rather  wonder  that  men  can  be  found  so 
stupid  as  to  neglect,  than  that  neglecting  they  should  be  un- 
convinced of  such  an  evident  and  momentous  truth.  And 
yet  it  is  to  be  feared  that  too  many  of  parts  and  leisure,  who 
live  in  Christian  countries,  are,  merely  through  a  supine  and 
dreadful  negligence,  sunk  into  Atheism.1  Since  it  is  down- 
right impossible  that  a  soul  pierced  and  enlightened  with  a 
thorough  sense  of  the  omnipresence,  holiness,  and  justice  of 
that  Almighty  Spirit  should  persist  in  a  remorseless  violation 
of  His  laws.  We  ought,  therefore,  earnestly  to  meditate  and 
dwell  on  those  important  points ;  that  so  we  may  attain  con- 
viction without  all  scruple  "  that  the  eyes  of  the  Lord  are  in 
every  place  beholding  the  evil  and  the  good  ;  that  He  is  with 
us  and  keepeth  us  in  all  places  whither  we  go,  and  giveth  us 
bread  to  eat  and  raiment  to  put  on  ; "  that  He  is  present  and 
conscious  to  our  innermost  thoughts ;  and  that  we  have  a 
most  absolute  and  immediate  dependence  on  Him.  A  clear 
view  of  which  great  truths  cannot  choose  but  fill  our  hearts 
with  an  awful  circumspection  and  holy  fear,  which  is  the 
strongest  incentive  to  Virtue,  and  the  best  guard  against 
Vice. 

156.  For,  after  all,  what  deserves  the  first  place  in  our 
studies  is  the  consideration  of  God  and  our  Duty  ;  which  to 
promote,  as  it  was  the  main  drift  and  design  of  my  labours, 
so  shall  I  esteem  them  altogether  useless  and  ineffectual  if, 
by  what  I  have  said,  I  cannot  inspire  my  readers  with  a 
pious  sense  of  the  Presence  of  God  ;  and,  having  shewn  the 
falseness  or  vanity  of  those  barren  speculations  which  make 
the  chief  employment  of  learned  men,  the  better  dispose 
them  to  reverence  and  embrace  the  salutary  truths  of  the 
( '.ospel,  which  to  know  and  to  practice  is  the  highest  perfec- 
tion of  human  nature. 

1  In  the  first  edition:  "sunk  into  a  sort  of  Demy- Atheism.  They 
cannot  say  there  is  not  a  God,  hut  neither  are  they  convinced  that  there 
is.  For  what  else  can  it  be  but  some  lurking  infidelity,  some  secret 
misgivings  of  mind  with  regard  to  the  existence  and  attributes  of  God, 
which  permits  sinners  to  grow  and  harden  in  impiety?  Since  it  is 
downright,"  <&c 
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TO   THE    READER. 

THAT  an  absolute  passive  obedience  ought  not  to  be  paid 
any  civil  power,  but  that  submission  to  government 
should  be  measured  and  limited  by  the  public  good  of  the 
society ;  and  that  therefore  subjects  may  lawfully  resist  the 
supreme  authority,  in  those  cases  where  the  public  good 
shall  plainly  seem  to  require  it ;  nay,  that  it  is  their  duty  to 
do  so,  inasmuch  as  they  are  all  under  an  indispensable  obliga- 
tion to  promote  the  common  interest : — these  and  the  like 
notions,  which  I  cannot  help  thinking  pernicious  to  mankind, 
and  repugnant  to  right  reason,  having  of  late  years  been  in- 
dustriously cultivated,  and  set  in  the  most  advantageous  lights 
by  men  of  parts  and  learning,  it  seemed  necessary  to  arm  the 
youth  of  our  University  against  them,  and  take  care  they  go 
into  the  world  well  principled  ; — I  do  not  mean  obstinately 
prejudiced  in  favour  of  a  party,  but,  from  an  early  acquaint- 
ance with  their  duty,  and  the  clear  rational  grounds  of  it, 
determined  to  such  practices  as  may  speak  them  good 
Christians  and  loyal  subjects. 

In  this  view,  I  made  three  Discourses  not  many  months 
since  in  the  College-chapel,1  which  some  who  heard  them 
thought  it  might  be  of  use  to  make  more  public  :  and,  indeed, 
the  false  accounts  that  are  gone  abroad  concerning  them  have 
made  it  necessary.  Accordingly,  I  now  send  them  into  the 
world  under  the  form  of  one  entire  Discourse. 

To  conclude :  as  in  writing  these  thoughts  it  was  my  en- 
deavour to  preserve  that  cool  and  impartial  temper  which  be- 
comes every  sincere  inquirer  after  truth,  so  I  heartily  wish 
they  may  be  read  with  the  same  disposition. 

1  Trinity  College,  Dublin. 
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Romans,  chap.  xiii.  ver.  2. 
"Whosoever  resisteth  the  Power,  resisteth  the  ordinance  of  God." 

I. 

IT  is  not  my  design  to  inquire  into  the  particular  nature  of 
the  government  and  constitution  of"  these  kingdoms; 
much  less  to  pretend  to  determine  concerning  the  merits  of 
the  different  parties  now  reigning  in  the  state.  Those  topics 
I  profess  to  lie  out  of  my  sphere,  and  they  will  probably  be 
thought  by  most  men  improper  to  be  treated  of  in  an 
audience  almost  wholly  made  up  of  young  persons,  set  apart 
from  the  business  and  noise  of  the  world,  for  their  more  con- 
venient instruction  in  learning  and  piety.  But  surely  it  is  in 
no  respect  unsuitable  to  the  circumstances  of  this  place  to 
inculcate  and  explain  every  branch  of  the  Law  of  Nature ;  or 
those  virtues  and  duties  which  are  equally  binding  in  every 
kingdom  or  society  of  men  under  heaven ;  and  of  this  kind 
I  take  to  be  that  Christian  Duty  of  not  resisting  the  supreme 
Power  implied  in  my  text — "  Whosoever  resisteth  the  Power, 
resisteth  the  ordinance  of  God." 

In  treating  on  which  words  I  shall  observe  the  following 
method : — 

2.  First,  I  shall  endeavour  to  prove  that  there  is  an  abso- 
lute unlimited  non-resistance  or  passive  obedience  due  to  the 
supreme  civil  power,  wherever  placed  in  any  nation. 

Secondly,  I  shall  inquire  into  the  grounds  and  reasons  of 
the  contrary  opinion. 

Thirdly,  I  shall  consider  the  objections  drawn  from  the 
pretended  consequences  of  non-resistance  to  the  supreme 
power. 
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In  handling  these  points  I  intend  not  to  build  on  the 
authority  of  Holy  Scripture,  but  altogether  on  the  principles 
of  Reason  common  to  all  mankind  ;  and  that,  because  there 
are  some  very  rational  and  learned  men,  who,  being  verily 
persuaded  an  absolute  passive  subjection  to  any  earthly 
power  is  repugnant  to  right  Reason,  can  never  bring  them- 
selves to  admit  such  an  interpretation  of  Holy  Scripture 
(however  natural  and  obvious  from  the  words)  as  shall  make 
that  a  part  of  Christian  religion  which  seems  to  them  in  itself 
manifestly  absurd,  and  destructive  of  the  original  inherent 
rights  of  human  nature. 


3.  I  do  not  mean  to  treat  of  that  submission  which  men 
are,  either  in  duty  or  prudence,  obliged  to  pay  inferior  or 
executive  powers ;  neither  shall  I  consider  where  or  in  what 
persons  the  supreme  or  legislative  power  is  lodged  in  this  or 
that  government.  Only  thus  much  I  shall  take  for  granted — 
that  there  is  in  every  civil  community,  somewhere  or  other, 
placed  a  supreme  power  of  making  laws,  and  enforcing  the 
observation  of  them.  The  fulfilling  of  those  laws,  either  by 
a  punctual  performance  of  what  is  enjoined  in  them,  or,  if 
that  be  inconsistent  with  reason  or  conscience,  by  a  patient 
submission  to  whatever  penalties  the  supreme  power  hath 
annexed  to  the  neglect  or  transgression  of  them,  is  termed 
loyalty  ;  as,  on  the  other  hand,  the  making  use  of  force  and 
open  violence,  either  to  withstand  the  execution  of  the  laws, 
or  ward  off  the  penalties  appointed  by  the  supreme  power,  is 
properly  named  rebellion. 

Now,  to  make  it  evident  that  every  degree  of  rebellion  is 
criminal  in  the  subject,  I  shall,  in  the  first  place,  endeavour 
to  prove  that  loyalty  is  a  natural  or  moral  duty;  and  dis- 
loyalty, or  rebellion^  in  the  most  strict  and  proper  sense,  a 
vice  or  breach  of  the  law  of  nature.  And,  secondly,  I  pro- 
pose to  show  that  the  prohibitions  of  vice,  or  negative  pre- 
cepts of  the  law  of  nature,  as,  "Thou  shalt  not  commit 
adultery,  Thou  shalt  not  forswear  thyself,  Thou  shalt  not 
resist  the  supreme  power,"  and  the  like,  ought  to  be 
taken  in  a  most  absolute,  necessary,  and  immutable  sense : 
insomuch  that  the  attainment  of  the  greatest  good,  or 
deliverance  from  the  greatest  evil,  that  can  befal  any  man  or 


PRINCIPLES   OF   THE   LAW  OF   NATURE.        26 1 

number  of  men  in  this  life,  may  not  justify  the  least  violation 
of  them. 

First  then,  I  am  to  show  that  loyalty  is  a  Moral  Duty,  and 
disloyalty  or  rebellion,  in  the  most  strict  and  proper  sense,  a 
Vice,  or  breach  of  the  Law  of  Nature. 

4.  Though  it  be  a  point  agreed  amongst  all  wise  men,  that 
there  are  certain  moral  rules  or  laws  of  nature,  which  carry 
with  them  an  eternal  and  indispensable  obligation ;  yet,  con- 
cerning the  proper  methods  for  discovering  those  laws,  and 
distinguishing  them  from  others  dependent  on  the  humour 
and  discretion  of  men,  there  are  various  opinions.  Some 
direct  us  to  look  for  them  in  the  Divine  Ideas ;  others  in 
the  natural  inscriptions  on  the  mind  :  some  derive  them  from 
the  authority  of  learned  men,  and  the  universal  agreement 
and  consent  of  nations.  Lastly,  others  hold  that  they  are 
only  to  be  discovered  by  the  deductions  of  reason.  The 
three  first  methods  must  be  acknowledged  to  labour  under 
great  difficulties ;  and  the  last  has  not,  that  I  know,  been 
anywhere  distinctly  explained,  or  treated  of  so  fully  as  the 
importance  of  the  subject  doth  deserve. 

I  hope  therefore  it  will  be  pardoned,  if,  in  a  discourse  of 
passive  obedience,  in  order  to  lay  the  foundation  of  that 
duty  the  deeper,  we  make  some  inquiry  into  the  origin, 
nature,  and  obligation  of  Moral  Duties  in  general,  and  the 
criterions  whereby  they  are  to  be  known. 

5.  Self-love  being  a  principle  of  all  others  the  most 
universal,  and  the  most  deeply  engraven  in  our  hearts,  it  is 
natural  for  us  to  regard  things  as  they  are  fitted  to  augment 
or  impair  our  own  happiness  ;  and  accordingly  we  denomin- 
ate them  good  or  evil.  Our  judgment  is  ever  employed  in 
distinguishing  between  these  two,  and  it  is  the  whole  busi- 
ness of  our  lives  to  endeavour,  by  a  proper  application  of 
our  faculties,  to  procure  the  one  and  avoid  the  other.  At 
our  first  coming  into  the  world,  we  are  entirely  guided  by 
the  impressions  of  sense ;  sensible  pleasure  being  the  in- 
fallible characteristic  of  present  good,  as  pain  is  of  evil. 
But,  by  degrees,  as  we  grow  up  in  our  acquaintance  with 
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the  nature  of  things,  experience  informs  us  that  present 
good  is  afterwards  often  attended  with  a  greater  evil ;  and, 
on  the  other  side,  that  present  evil  is  not  less  frequently  the 
occasion  of  procuring  to  us  a  greater  future  good.  Besides, 
as  the  nobler  faculties  of  the  human  soul  begin  to  display 
themselves,  they  discover  to  us  goods  far  more  excellent 
than  those  which  affect  the  senses.  Hence  an  alteration  is 
wrought  in  our  judgments  ;  we  no  longer  comply  with  the 
first  solicitations  of  sense,  but  stay  to  consider  the  remote 
consequences  of  an  action,  what  good  may  be  hoped,  or 
what  evil  feared  from  it,  according  to  the  wonted  course  of 
things.  This  obliges  us  frequently  to  overlook  present 
momentary  enjoyments,  when  they  come  in  competition 
with  greater  and  more  lasting  goods,  though  too  far  off,  or 
of  too  refined  a  nature  to  affect  our  senses. 

6.  But,  as  the  whole  earth,  and  the  entire  duration  of 
those  perishing  things  contained  in  it  is  altogether  incon- 
siderable, or,  in  the  prophet's  expressive  style,  "  less  than 
nothing "  in  respect  of  Eternity,  who  sees  not  that  every 
reasonable  man  ought  so  to  frame  his  actions  as  that  they 
may  most  effectually  contribute  to  promote  his  eternal  in- 
terest? And,  since  it  is  a  truth  evident  by  the  light  of 
nature,  that  there  is  a  sovereign  omniscient  Spirit,  who  alone 
can  make  us  for  ever  happy,  or  for  ever  miserable ;  it  plainly 
follows  that  a  conformity  to  His  will,  and  not  any  prospect 
of  temporal  advantage,  is  the  sole  rule  whereby  every  man 
who  acts  up  to  the  principles  of  Reason  must  govern  and 
square  his  actions.  The  same  conclusion  doth  likewise 
evidently  result  from  the  relation  which  God  bears  to  his 
creatures.  God  alone  is  maker  and  preserver  of  all  things. 
He  is,  therefore,  with  the  most  undoubted  right,  the  great 
legislator  of  the  world ;  and  mankind  are,  by  all  the  ties  of 
duty,  no  less  than  interest,  bound  to  obey  His  laws. 

7.  Hence  we  should  above  all  things  endeavour  to  trace 
out  the  Divine  will,  or  the  general  design  of  Providence  with 
regard  to  mankind,  and  the  methods  most  directly  tending 
to  the  accomplishment  of  that  design ;  and  this  seems  the 
genuine  and  proper  way  for  discovering  the  laws  of  nature. 
For,  laws  being  rules  directive  of  our  actions  to  the  end  in- 
tended by  the  legislator,  in  order  to  attain  the  knowledge  of 
God's  laws,  we  ought  first  to  inquire  what  that  end  is  which 
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He  designs  should  be  carried  on  by  human  actions.  Now 
as  God  is  a  being  of  infinite  goodness,  it  is  plain  the  end  He 
proposes  is  good.  But,  God  enjoying  in  Himself  all  possible 
perfection,  it  follows  that  it  is  not  His  own  good,  but  that  of 
His  creatures.  Again,  the  moral  actions  of  men  are  entirely 
terminated  within  themselves,  so  as  to  have  no  influence  on 
the  other  orders  of  intelligences  or  reasonable  creatures; 
the  end  therefore  to  be  procured  by  them  can  be  no  other 
than  the  good  of  men.  But,  as  nothing  in  a  natural  state 
can  entitle  one  man  more  than  another  to  the  favour  of 
God,  except  only  moral  goodness;  which,  consisting  in  a 
conformity  to  the  laws  of  God,  doth  presuppose  the  being  of 
such  laws,  and  law  ever  supposing  an  end,  to  which  it  guides 
our  actions ;  it  follows  that,  antecedent  to  the  end  proposed 
by  God,  no  distinction  can  be  conceived  between  men; 
that  end  therefore  itself,  or  general  design  of  Providence,  is 
not  determined  or  limited  by  any  respect  of  persons.  It  is 
not  therefore  the  private  good  of  this  or  that  man,  nation, 
or  age,  but  the  general  well-being  of  all  men,  of  all  nations, 
of  all  ages  of  the  world,  which  God  designs  should  be  pro- 
cured by  the  concurring  actions  of  each  individual. 

Having  thus  discovered  the  great  end  to  which  all  moral 
obligations  are  subordinate,  it  remains  that  we  inquire  what 
methods  are  necessary  for  the  obtaining  that  end. 

8.  The  well-being  of  mankind  must  necessarily  be  carried 
on  in  one  of  these  two  ways  : — either,  first,  without  the  in- 
junction of  any  certain  universal  rules  of  morality,  only  by 
obliging  every  one,  upon  each  particular  occasion,  to  consult 
the  public  good,  and  always  to  do  that  which  to  him  shall 
seem,  in  the  presenc  time  and  circumstances,  most  to  con- 
duce to  it.  Or,  secondly,  by  enjoining  the  observation  of 
some  determinate,  established  laws,  which,  if  universally 
practised,  have,  from  the  nature  of  things,  an  essential  fit- 
ness to  procure  the  well-being  of  mankind ;  though,  in  their 
particular  application,  they  are  sometimes,  through  untoward 
accidents,  and  the  perverse  irregularity  of  human  wills,  the 
occasions  of  great  sufferings  and  misfortunes,  it  may  be,  to 
very  many  good  men. 

Against  the  former  of  these  methods  there  lie  several 
6trong  objections.     For  brevity  I  shall  mention  only  two : — 


264  PASSIVE   OBEDIENCE  :   UPON   THE 

9.  First,  it  will  thence  follow  that  the  best  men,  for  want 
of  judgment,  and  the  wisest,  for  want  of  knowing  all  the 
hidden  circumstances  and  consequences  of  an  action,  may 
very  often  be  at  a  loss  how  to  behave  themselves  ; — which 
they  would  not  be,  in  case  they  judged  of  each  action  by 
comparing  it  with  some  particular  precept,  rather  than  by 
examining  the  good  or  evil  which  in  that  single  instance  it 
tends  to  procure :  it  being  far  more  easy  to  judge  with 
certainty,  whether  such  or  such  an  action  be  a  transgression 
of  this  or  that  precept,  than  whether  it  will  be  attended  with 
more  good  or  ill  consequences.  In  short,  to  calculate  the 
events  of  each  particular  action  is  impossible ;  and,  though 
it  were  not,  would  yet  take  up  too  much  time  to  be  of  use 
in  the  affairs  of  life. 

Secondly,  if  that  method  be  observed,  it  will  follow  that 
we  can  have  no  sure  standard  to  which,  comparing  the 
actions  of  another,  we  may  pronounce  them  good  or  bad, 
virtues  or  vices.  For,  since  the  measure  and  rule  of  every 
good  man's  actions  is  supposed  to  be  nothing  else  but  his 
own  private  disinterested  opinion  of  what  makes  most  for  the 
public  good  at  that  juncture ;  and,  since  this  opinion  must 
unavoidably  in  different  men,  from  their  particular  views  and 
circumstances,  be  very  different :  it  is  impossible  to  know, 
whether  any  one  instance  of  parricide  or  perjury,  for  example, 
be  criminal.  The  man  may  have  had  his  reasons  for  it,  and 
that  which  in  me  would  have  been  a  heinous  sin  may  be  in 
him  a  duty.  Every  man's  particular  rule  is  buried  in  his 
own  breast,  invisible  to  all  but  himself,  who  therefore  can 
only  tell  whether  he  observes  it  or  no.  And,  since  that  rule 
is  fitted  to  particular  occasions,  it  must  ever  change  as  they 
do :  hence  it  is  not  only  various  in  different  men,  but  in  one 
and  the  same  man  at  different  times. 

1  o.  From  all  which  it  follows,  there  can  be  no  harmony  or 
agreement  between  the  actions  of  good  men :  no  apparent 
steadiness  or  consistency  of  one  man  with  himself,  no  adher- 
ing to  principles  :  the  best  actions  may  be  condemned,  and 
the  most  villainous  meet  with  applause.  In  a  word,  there 
ensues  the  most  horrible  confusion  of  vice  and  virtue,  sin 
and  duty,  that  can  possibly  be  imagined.  It  follows  there- 
fore, that  the  great  end  to  which  God  requires  the  con- 
currence of  human  actions  must  of  necessity  be  carried  on 
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by  the  second  method  proposed,  namely,  the  observation  of 
certain,  universal,  determinate  rules  or  moral  precepts, 
which,  in  their  own  nature,  have  a  necessary  tendency  to 
promote  the  well-being  of  the  sum  of  mankind,  taking  in  all 
nations  and  ages,  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  the 
world. 

1 1 .  Hence,  upon  an  equal  comprehensive  survey  of  the 
general  nature,  the  passions,  interests,  and  mutual  respects 
of  mankind ;  whatsoever  practical  proposition  doth  to  right 
reason  evidently  appear  to  have  a  necessary  connexion  with 
the  universal  well-being  included  in  it  is  to  be  looked  upon 
as  enjoined  by  the  will  of  God.  For,  he  that  willeth  the  end 
doth  will  the  necessary  means  conducive  to  that  end ;  but  it 
hath  been  shewn  that  God  willeth  the  universal  well-being  of 
mankind  should  be  promoted  by  the  concurrence  of  each 
particular  person ;  therefore,  every  such  practical  proposition 
necessarily  tending  thereto  is  to  be  esteemed  a  decree  of  God, 
and  is  consequently  a  law  to  man. 

1 2.  These  propositions  are  called  laws  of  nature,  because 
they  are  universal,  and  do  not  derive  their  obligation  from 
any  civil  sanction,  but  immediately  from  the  Author  of 
nature  himself.  They  are  said  to  be  stamped  on  the  mind,  to 
be  engraven  on  the  tables  of  the  heart,  because  they  are  well 
known  to  mankind,  and  suggested  and  inculcated  by  con- 
science. Lastly,  they  are  termed  eternal  rules  of  reason, 
because  they  necessarily  result  from  the  nature  of  things,  and 
may  be  demonstrated  by  the  infallible  deductions  of  reason. 

13.  And,  notwithstanding  that  these  rules  are  too  often, 
either  by  the  unhappy  concurrence  of  events,  or  more 
especially  by  the  wickedness  of  perverse  men  who  will  not 
conform  to  them,  made  accidental  causes  of  misery  to  those 
good  men  who  do,  yet  this  doth  not  vacate  their  obligation: 
they  are  ever  to  be  esteemed  the  fixed  unalterable  standards 
of  moral  good  and  evil ;  no  private  interest,  no  love  of  friends, 
no  regard  to  the  public  good,  should  make  us  depart  from 
them.  Hence,  when  any  doubt  arises  concerning  the 
morality  of  an  action,  it  is  plain  this  cannot  be  determined 
by  computing  the  public  good  which  in  that  particular  case 
it  is  attended  with,  but  only  by  comparing  it  with  the  Eternal 
Law  of  Reason.  He  who  squares  his  actions  by  this  rule 
can  never  do  amiss,  though  thereby  he  should  bring  himself 
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to  poverty,  death,  or  disgrace:  no,  not  though  he  should 
involve  his  family,  his  friends,  his  country,  in  all  those  evils 
which  are  accounted  the  greatest  and  most  insupportable  to 
human  nature.  Tenderness  and  benevolence  of"  temper  are 
often  motives  to  the  best  and  greatest  actions ;  but  we  must 
not  make  them  the  sole  rule  of  our  actions:  they  are  passions 
rooted  in  our  nature,  and,  like  all  other  passions,  must  be 
restrained  and  kept  under,  otherwise  they  may  possibly 
betray  us  into  as  great  enormities  as  any  other  unbridled 
lust.  Nay,  they  are  more  dangerous  than  other  passions, 
insomuch  as  they  are  more  plausible,  and  apt  to  dazzle  and 
corrupt  the  mind  with  the  appearance  of  goodness  and 
generosity. 

14.  For  the  illustration  of  what  has  been  said,  it  will  not 
be  amiss,  if  from  the  moral  we  turn  our  eyes  on  the  natural 
world.  Homo  ortus  est  (says  Balbus  in  Cicero1)  ad  mundum 
contemplandum,  et  imitandum.  And,  surely,  it  is  not  possible 
for  free  intellectual  agents  to  propose  a  nobler  pattern  for 
their  imitation  than  Nature,  which  is  nothing  else  but  a  series 
of  free  actions  produced  by  the  best  and  wisest  Agent.  But, 
it  is  evident  that  those  actions  are  not  adapted  to  particular 
views,  but  all  conformed  to  certain  general  rules,  which, 
being  collected  from  observation,  are  by  philosophers  termed 
laws  of  nature.  And  these  indeed  are  excellently  suited  to 
promote  the  general  well-being  of  the  creation :  but,  what 
from  casual  combinations  of  events,  and  what  from  the 
voluntary  motions  of  animals,  it  often  falls  out,  that  the 
natural  good  not  only  of  private  men  but  of  entire  cities  and 
nations  would  be  better  promoted  by  a  particular  suspension, 
or  contradiction,  than  an  exact  observation  of  those  laws. 
Yet,  for  all  that,  nature  still  takes  its  course ;  nay,  it  is  plain 
that  plagues,  famines,  inundations,  earthquakes,  with  an 
infinite  variety  of  pains  and  sorrows — in  a  word,  all  kinds  of 
calamities  public  and  private,  do  arise  from  a  uniform  steady 
observation  of  those  General  I^aws,  which  are  once  estab- 
lished by  the  Author  of  nature,  and  which  He  will  not 
change  or  deviate  from  upon  any  of  those  accounts,  how 
wise  or  benevolent  soever  it  may  be  thought  by  foolish  men 
to  do  so.     As  for  the  miracles  recorded  in  Scripture,  they 

1  "De  Natura  Deorum,"  lib.  ii.,  §  37.— Author. 
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were  always  wrought  for  confirmation  of  some  doctrine  or 
mission  from  God,  and  not  for  the  sake  of  the  particular 
natural  goods,  as  health  or  life,  which  some  men  might  have 
reaped  from  them.  From  all  which  it  seems  sufficiently 
plain  that  we  cannot  be  at  a  loss  which  way  to  determine, 
in  case  we  think  God's  own  methods  the  properest  to  obtain 
His  ends,  and  that  it  is  our  duty  to  copy  after  them,  so  far 
as  the  frailty  of  our  nature  will  permit. 

15.  Thus  far  in  general,  of  the  nature  and  necessity  of 
Moral  Rules,  and  the  criterion  or  mark  whereby  they  may  be 
known. 

As  for  the  particulars,  from  the  foregoing  discourse,  the 
principal  of  them  may  without  much  difficulty  be  deduced. 
It  hath  been  shewn  that  the  Law  of  Nature  is  a  system  of 
such  rules  or  precepts  as  that,  if  they  be  all  of  them,  at  all 
times,  in  all  places,  and  by  all  men  observed,  they  will 
necessarily  promote  the  well-being  of  mankind,  so  far  as  it  is 
attainable  by  human  actions.  Now,  let  any  one  who  hath 
the  use  of  reason  take  but  an  impartial  survey  of  the  general 
frame  and  circumstances  of  human  nature,  and  it  will  appear 
plainly  to  him  that  the  constant  observation  of  truth,  for 
instance,  of  justice,  and  chastity  hath  necessary  connexion 
with  their  universal  well-being ;  that,  therefore,  they  are  to  be 
esteemed  virtues  or  duties ;  and  that  "  Thou  shalt  not  for- 
swear thyself,"  "  Thou  shalt  not  commit  adultery,"  "  Thou 
shalt  not  steal,"  are  so  many  unalterable  moral  rules,  which  to 
violate  in  the  least  degree  is  vice  or  sin.  I  say,  the  agree- 
ment of  these  particular  practical  propositions  with  the 
definition  or  criterion  premised  doth  so  clearly  result  from 
the  nature  of  things  that  it  were  a  needless  digression,  in 
this  place,  to  enlarge  upon  it. 

And,  from  the  same  principle,  by  the  very  same  reasoning, 
it  follows  that  Loyalty  is  a  moral  virtue,  and  "Thou  shalt  not 
resist  the  supreme  power  "  a  rule  or  law  of  nature,  the  least 
breach  whereof  hath  the  inherent  stain  of  moral  turpitude. 

16.  The  miseries  inseparable  from  a  state  of  anarchy  are 
easily  imagined.  So  insufficient  is  the  wit  or  strength  of  any 
single  man,  either  to  avert  the  evils,  or  procure  the  blessings 
of  life,  and  so  apt  are  the  wills  of  different  persons  to  con- 
tradict and  thwart  each  other,  that  it  is  absolutely  necessary 
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several  independent  powers  be  combined  together,  under  the 
direction  (if  I  may  so  speak)  of  one  and  the  same  will — I  mean 
the  law  of  the  society.  Without  this  there  is  no  politeness, 
no  order,  no  peace,  among  men,  but  the  world  is  one  great 
heap  of  misery  and  confusion ;  the  strong  as  well  as  the  weak, 
the  wise  as  well  as  the  foolish,  standing  on  all  sides  exposed 
to  all  those  calamities  which  man  can  be  liable  to  in  a  state 
where  he  has  no  other  security  than  the  not  being  possessed 
of  any  thing  which  may  raise  envy  or  desire  in  another.  A 
state  by  so  much  more  ineligible  than  that  of  brutes  as  a 
reasonable  creature  hath  a  greater  reflexion  and  foresight  of 
miseries  than  they.  From  all  which  it  plainly  follows,  that 
loyalty,  or  submission  to  the  supreme  civil  authority,  hath,  if 
universally  practised  in  conjunction  with  all  other  virtues,  a 
necessary  connexion  with  the  well-being  of  the  whole  sum  of 
mankind ;  and,  by  consequence,  if  the  criterion  we  have  laid 
down  be  true,  it  is,  strictly  speaking,  a  moral  duty,  or  branch 
of  natural  religion.  And,  therefore,  the  least  degree  of 
rebellion  is,  with  the  utmost  strictness  and  propriety,  a  sin  : 
not  only  in  Christians,  but  also  in  those  who  have  the  light 
of  reason  alone  for  their  guide.  Nay,  upon  a  thorough  and 
impartial  view,  this  submission  will,  I  think,  appear  one  of 
the  very  first  and  fundamental  laws  of  nature  ;  inasmuch  as 
it  is  civil  government  which  ordains  and  marks  out  the 
various  relations  between  men,  and  regulates  property, 
thereby  giving  scope  and  laying  a  foundation  for  the  exercise 
to  all  other  duties.  And,  in  truth,  whoever  considers  the 
condition  of  man  will  scarce  conceive  it  possible  that  the 
practice  of  anyone  moral  virtue  should  obtain,  in  the  naked, 
forlorn  state  of  nature. 

17.  But,  since  it  must  be  confessed  that  in  all  cases  our 
actions  come  not  within  the  direction  of  certain  fixed  moral 
rules,  it  may  possibly  be  still  questioned,  whether  obedience 
to  the  supreme  power  be  not  one  of  those  exempted  cases, 
and  consequently  to  be  regulated  by  the  prudence  and  dis- 
cretion of  every  single  person  rather  than  adjusted  to  the  rule 
of  absolute  non-resistance.  I  shall  therefore  endeavour  to 
make  it  yet  more  plain,  that  "Thoushalt  not  resist  the  supreme 
power  "  is  an  undoubted  precept  of  morality ;  as  will  appear 
from  the  following  considerations  : — 

First,  then,  submission  to  government  is  a  point  important 
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enough  to  be  established  by  a  moral  rule.  Things  of  insig- 
nificant and  trifling  concern  are,  for  that  very  reason,  exempted 
from  the  rules  of  morality.  But  government,  on  which  so 
much  depend  the  peace,  order,  and  well-being,  of  mankind, 
cannot  surely  be  thought  of  too  small  importance  to  be 
secured  and  guarded  by  a  moral  rule.  Government,  I  say, 
which  is  itself  the  principal  source  under  heaven  of  those  par- 
ticular advantages  for  the  procurement  and  conservation 
whereof  several  unquestionable  moral  rules  were  prescribed  to 
men. 

18.  Secondly,  obedience  to  government  is  a  case  universal 
enough  to  fall  under  the  direction  of  a  law  of  nature.  Num- 
berless rules  there  may  be  for  regulating  affairs  of  great  con- 
cernment, at  certain  junctures,  and  to  some  particular  persons 
or  societies,  which,  notwithstanding,  are  not  to  be  esteemed 
moral  or  natural  laws,  but  may  be  either  totally  abrogated  or 
dispensed  with  ;  because  the  private  ends  they  were  intended 
to  promote  respect  only  some  particular  persons,  as  engaged 
in  relations  not  founded  in  the  general  nature  of  man,  who, 
on  various  occasions,  and  in  different  postures  of  things,  may 
prosecute  their  own  designs  by  different  measures,  as  in 
human  prudence  shall  seem  convenient.  But  what  relation 
is  there  more  extensive  and  universal  than  that  of  subject 
and  law  ?  This  is  confined  to  no  particular  age  or  climate, 
but  universally  obtains,  at  all  times,  and  in  all  places,  where- 
ever  men  live  in  a  state  exalted  above  that  of  brutes.  It  is, 
therefore,  evident  that  the  rule  forbidding  resistance  to  the 
law  or  supreme  power  is  not,  upon  pretence  of  any  defect  in 
point  of  universality,  to  be  excluded  from  the  number  of  the 
laws  of  nature. 

19.  Thirdly,  there  is  another  consideration  which  confirms 
the  necessity  of  admitting  this  rule  for  a  moral  or  natural 
law  :  namely,  because  the  case  it  regards  is  of  too  nice  and 
difficult  a  nature  to  be  left  to  the  judgment  and  determina- 
tion of  each  private  person.  Some  cases  there  are  so  plain 
and  obvious  to  judge  of  that  they  may  safely  be  trusted  to 
the  prudence  of  every  reasonable  man.  But  in  all  instances 
to  determine,  whether  a  civil  law  is  fitted  to  promote  the 
public  interest ;  or  whether  submission  or  resistance  will  prove 
most  advantageous  in  the  consequence ;  or  when  it  is  that 
the  general  good  of  a  nation  may  require  an  alteration  of 
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government,  either  in  its  form,  or  in  the  hands  which  ad- 
minister it :  these  are  points  too  arduous  and  intricate,  and 
which  require  too  great  a  degree  of  parts,  leisure,  and  liberal 
education,  as  well  as  disinterestedness  and  thorough  know- 
ledge in  the  particular  state  of  a  kingdom,  for  every  subject 
to  take  upon  him  the  determination  of  them.  From  which 
it  follows  that,  upon  this  account  also,  non-resistance,  which, 
in  the  main,  nobody  can  deny  to  be  a  most  profitable  and 
wholesome  duty,  ought  not  to  be  limited  by  the  judgment  of 
private  persons  to  particular  occasions,  but  esteemed  a  most 
sacred  law  of  nature. 

20.  The  foregoing  arguments  do,  I  think,  make  it  manifest, 
that  the  precept  against  rebellion  is  on  a  level  with  other 
moral  rules.  Which  will  yet  further  appear  from  this  fourth 
and  last  consideration.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  right  reason 
doth  require  some  common  stated  rule  or  measure,  whereby 
subjects  ought  to  shape  their  submission  to  the  supreme 
power  ;  since  any  clashing  or  disagreement  in  this  point  must 
unavoidably  tend  to  weaken  and  dissolve  the  society.  And 
it  is  unavoidable  that  there  should  be  great  clashing,  where  it 
is  left  to  the  breast  of  each  individual  to  suit  his  fancy  with  a 
different  measure  of  obedience.  But  this  common  stated 
measure  must  be  either  the  general  precept  forbidding  resist- 
ance, or  else  the  public  good  of  the  whole  nation  ;  which  last, 
though  it  is  allowed  to  be  in  itself  something  certain  and  de- 
terminate, yet,  forasmuch  as  men  can  regulate  their  conduct 
only  by  what  appears  to  them,  whether  in  truth  it  be  what  it 
appears  or  no ;  and,  since  the  prospects  men  form  to  them- 
selves of  a  country's  public  good  are  commonly  as  various  as 
its  landscapes,  which  meet  the  eye  in  several  situations :  it 
clearly  follows,  that  to  make  the  public  good  the  rule  of 
obedience  is,  in  effect,  not  to  establish  any  determinate, 
agreed,  common  measure  of  loyalty,  but  to  leave  every  sub- 
ject to  the  guidance  of  his  own  particular  mutable  fancy. 

ax.  From  all  which  arguments  and  considerations  it  is  a 
most  evident  conclusion,  that  the  law  prohibiting  rebellion  is 
in  strict  truth  a  law  of  nature,  universal  reason,  and  morality. 
But  to  this  it  will  perhaps  be  objected  by  some  that,  whatever 
may  be  concluded  with  regard  to  resistance  from  the  tedious 
deductions  of  reason,  yet  there  is  I  know  not  what  turpitude 
and  deformity  in  some  actions,  which  at  first  blush  shews 
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them  to  be  vicious  ;  but  they,  not  finding  themselves  struck 
with  such  a  sensible  and  immediate  horror  at  the  thought  of 
rebellion,  cannot  think  it  on  a  level  with  other  crimes  against 
nature.  To  which  I  answer : — that  it  is  true,  there  are 
certain  natural  antipathies  implanted  in  the  soul,  which  are 
ever  the  most  lasting  and  insurmountable ;  but,  as  custom  is 
a  second  nature,  whatever  aversions  are  from  our  early  child- 
hood continually  infused  into  the  mind  give  it  so  deep  a 
stain  as  is  scarce  to  be  distinguished  from  natural  complexion. 
And,  as  it  doth  hence  follow,  that  to  make  all  the  inward 
horrors  of  soul  pass  for  infallible  marks  of  sin  were  the  way 
to  establish  error  and  superstition  in  the  world ;  so,  on  the 
other  hand,  to  suppose  all  actions  lawful  which  are  unattended 
with  those  starts  of  nature  would  prove  of  the  last  dangerous 
consequence  to  virtue  and  morality.  For,  these  pertaining 
to  us  as  men,  we  must  not  be  directed  in  respect  of  them  by 
any  emotion  in  our  blood  and  spirits,  but  by  the  dictates  of 
sober  and  impartial  reason.  And,  if  there  be  any  who  find 
they  have  a  less  abhorrence  of  rebellion  than  of  other  villanies, 
all  that  can  be  inferred  from  it  is,  that  this  part  of  their  duty 
was  not  so  much  reflected  on,  or  so  early  and  frequently  in- 
culcated into  their  hearts,  as  it  ought  to  have  been.  Since 
without  question  there  are  other  men  who  have  as  thorough 
an  aversion  for  that  as  for  any  other  crime.1 

22.  Again,  it  will  probably  be  objected  that  submission  to 
government  differs  from  moral  duties  in  that  it  is  founded  in 
a  contract,  which,  upon  the  violation  of  its  conditions,  doth  of 
course  become  void,  and  in  such  case  rebellion  is  lawful :  it 
hath  not  therefore  the  nature  of  a  sin  or  crime,  which  is  in 
itself  absolutely  unlawful,  and  must  be  committed  on  no  pre- 
text whatsoever. — Now,  passing  over  all  inquiry  and  dispute, 
concerning  the  first  obscure  rise  of  government,  I  observe  its 
being  founded  on  a  contract  may  be  understood  in  a  twofold 
sense  : — either,  first,  that  several  independent  persons,  finding 
the  insufferable  inconvenience  of  a  state  of  anarchy,  where 

1  "II  disoit  ordinairement  qu'il  avoit  un  aussi  grand  eloignement  pour 
ce  peche  la  que  pour  assassiner  le  monde,  ou  pour  voler  sur  les  grands 
chemins,  et  qu'enfin  il  n'y  avoit  rienqui  fut  plus  contraire  a  son  naturel." 
He  (Mr.  Pascal)  used  to  say  he  had  as  great  an  abhorrence  of  rebellion 
as  of  murder,  or  robbing  on  the  way,  and  that  there  was  nothing  more 
shocking  to  his  nature. — Vide  M.  Pascal^  p.  44. — Author. 
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every  one  was  governed  by  his  own  will,  consented  and 
agreed  together  to  pay  an  absolute  submission  to  the  decrees 
of  some  certain  legislative;  which," though  sometimes  they 
may  bear  hard  on  the  subject,  yet  must  surely  prove  easier  to 
be  governed  by  than  the  violent  humours  and  unsteady  op- 
posite wills  of  a  multitude  of  savages.  And,  in  case  we  admit 
such  a  compact  to  have  been  the  original  foundation  of  civil 
government,  it  must  even  on  that  supposition  be  held  sacred 
and  inviolable. 

23.  Or,  secondly,  it  is  meant  that  subjects  have  contracted 
with  their  respective  sovereigns  or  legislators  to  pay,  not  an 
absolute,  but  conditional  and  limited,  submission  to  their 
laws,  that  is,  upon  condition,  and  so  far  forth,  as  the  observa- 
tion of  them  shall  contribute  to  the  public  good :  reserving 
still  to  themselves  a  right  of  superintending  the  laws,  and 
judging  whether  they  are  fitted  to  promote  the  public  good 
or  no ;  and  (in  case  they  or  any  of  them  think  it  needful)  of 
resisting  the  higher  powers,  and  changing  the  whole  frame 
of  government  by  force :  which  is  a  right  that  all  mankind, 
whether  single  persons  or  societies,  have  over  those  that  are 
deputed  by  them.  But,  in  this  sense,  a  contract  cannot  be 
admitted  for  the  ground  and  measure  of  civil  obedience, 
except  one  of  these  two  things  be  clearly  shewn  : — either, 
first,  that  such  a  contract  is  an  express  known  part  of  the 
fundamental  constitution  of  a  nation,  equally  allowed  and 
unquestioned  by  all  as  the  common  law  of  the  land ;  or, 
secondly,  if  it  be  not  express,  that  it  is  at  least  necessarily 
implied  in  the  very  nature  or  notion  of  civil  polity,  which 
supposes  it  is  a  thing  manifestly  absurd,  that  a  number  of 
men  should  be  obliged  to  live  under  an  unlimited  subjection 
to  civil  law,  rather  than  continue  wild  and  independent  of 
each  other.  But  to  me  it  seems  most  evident  that  neither 
of  those  points  will  ever  be  proved. 

24.  And  till  they  are  proved  beyond  all  contradiction,  the 
doctrine  built  upon  them  ought  to  be  rejected  with  detesta- 
tion. Since,  to  represent  the  higher  powers  as  deputies  of 
the  people  manifestly  tends  to  diminish  that  awe  and  rever- 
ence which  all  good  men  should  have  for  the  laws  and 
government  of  their  country.  And  to  speak  of  a  conditioned, 
limited  loyalty,  and  I  know  not  what  vague  and  undeter- 
mined contracts,  is  a  most  effectual  means  to  loosen  the 
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bands  of  civil  society ;  than  which  nothing  can  be  of  more 
mischievous  consequence  to  mankind.  But,  after  all,  if 
there  be  any  man  who  either  cannot  or  will  not  see  the 
absurdity  and  perniciousness  of  those  notions,  he  would,  I 
doubt  not,  be  convinced  with  a  witness,  in  case  they  should 
once  become  current,  and  every  private  man  take  it  in  his 
head  to  believe  them  true,  and  put  them  in  practice. 

25.  But  there  still  remains  an  objection  which  hath  the 
appearance  of  some  strength  against  what  has  been  said. 
Namely,  that,  whereas  civil  polity  is  a  thing  entirely  of 
human  institution,  it  seems  contrary  to  reason  to  make  sub- 
mission to  it  part  of  the  law  of  nature,  and  not  rather  of  the 
civil  law.  For,  how  can  it  be  imagined  that  nature  should 
dictate  or  prescribe  a  natural  law  about  a  thing  which  de- 
pends on  the  arbitrary  humour  of  men,  not  only  as  to  its 
kind  or  form,  which  is  very  various  and  mutable,  but  even 
as  to  its  existence ;  there  being  no  where  to  be  found  a  civil 
government  set  up  by  nature.  In  answer  to  this,  I  observe, 
first,  that  most  moral  precepts  do  presuppose  some  volun- 
tary actions,  or  pacts  of  men,  and  are  nevertheless  esteemed 
laws  of  nature.  Property  is  assigned,  the  signification  of 
words  ascertained,  and  matrimony  contracted  by  the  agree- 
ment and  consent  of  mankind;  and,  for  all  that,  it  is  not 
doubted  whether  theft,  falsehood,  and  adultery  be  prohibited 
by  the  law  of  nature.  Loyalty,  therefore,  though  it  should 
suppose  and  be  the  result  of  human  institutions,  may,  for  all 
that,  be  of  natural  obligation. — I  say,  secondly,  that,  not- 
withstanding particular  societies  are  formed  by  men,  and  are 
not  in  all  places  alike,  as  things  esteemed  natural  are  wont 
to  be,  yet  there  is  implanted  in  mankind  a  natural  tendency 
or  disposition  to  a  social  life.  I  call  it  natural,  because  it  is 
universal,  and  because  it  necessarily  results  from  the  differ- 
ences which  distinguish  man  from  beast ;  the  peculiar  wants, 
appetites,  faculties,  and  capacities  of  man  being  exactly  cal- 
culated and  framed  for  such  a  state,  insomuch  that  without 
it  it  is  impossible  he  should  live  in  a  condition  in  any  degree 
suitable  to  his  nature.  And,  since  the  bond  and  cement  of 
society  is  a  submission  to  its  laws,  it  plainly  follows  that  this 
duty  hath  an  equal  right  with  any  other  to  be  thought  a  law 
of  nature.  And  surely  that  precept  which  enjoins  obedience 
to  civil  laws  cannot  itself,  with  any  propriety,  be  accounted 

I.  T 
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a  civil  law  ;  it  must  therefore  either  have  no  obligation  at  all 
on  the  conscience,  or,  if  it  hath,  it  must  be  derived  from  the 
universal  voice  of  nature  and  reason. 

26.  And  thus  the  first  point  proposed  seems  clearly  made 
out : — namely,  that  Loyalty  is  a  virtue  or  moral  duty  ;  and 
Disloyalty  or  Rebellion,  in  the  most  strict  and  proper  sense, 
a  vice  or  crime  against  the  law  of  nature.  We  are  now  come 
to  the  second  point,  which  was  to  shew  that  the  prohibitions 
of  vice,  or  negative  precepts  of  morality,  are  to  be  taken  in 
a  most  absolute,  necessary,  and  immutable  sense ;  insomuch 
that  the  attainment  of  the  greatest  good,  or  deliverance  from 
the  greatest  evil,  that  can  befal  any  man  or  number  of  men 
in  this  life  may  not  justify  the  least  violation  of  them.  But, 
in  the  first  place,  I  shall  explain  the  reason  of  distinguishing 
between  positive  and  negative  precepts,  the  latter  only  being 
included  in  this  general  proposition.  Now,  the  ground  of 
that  distinction  may  be  resolved  into  this  :  namely,  that  very 
often,  either  through  the  difficulty  or  number  of  moral 
actions,  or  their  inconsistence  with  each  other,  it  is  not 
possible  for  one  man  to  perform  several  of  them  at  the  same 
time;  whereas  it  is  plainlyconsistent  and  possible  that  any  man 
should,  at  the  same  time,  abstain  from  all  manner  of  positive 
actions  whatsoever.  Hence  it  comes  to  pass  that  prohibi- 
tions or  negative  precepts  must  by  every  one,  in  all  times 
and  places,  be  all  actually  observed  :  whereas  those  which 
enjoin  the  doing  of  an  action  allow  room  for  human  pru- 
dence and  discretion  in  the  execution  of  them :  it  for  the 
most  part  depending  on  various  accidental  circumstances ; 
all  which  ought  to  be  considered,  and  care  taken  that  duties 
of  less  moment  do  not  interfere  with,  and  hinder  the  fulfill- 
ing of  those  which  are  more  important.  And,  for  this  reason, 
if  not  the  positive  laws  themselves,  at  least  the  exercise  of 
them,  admits  of  suspension,  limitation,  and  diversity  of 
degrees.  As  to  the  indispensableness  of  the  negative  pre- 
cepts of  the  law  of  nature,  I  shall  in  its  proof  offer  two  argu- 
ments j  the  first  from  the  nature  of  the  thing,  and  the  second 
from  the  imitation  of  God  in  His  government  of  the  world. 

27.  First,  then,  from  the  nature  of  the  thing  it  hath  been 
already  shewn  that  the  great  end  of  morality  can  never  be 
carried  on,  by  leaving  each  particular  person  to  promote  the 
public  good  in  such  a  manner  as  he  shall  think  most  con- 


PRINCIPLES   OF  THE  LAW  OF   NATURE.       275 

venient,  without  prescribing  certain  determinate  universal 
rules,  to  be  the  common  measure  of  moral  actions.  And,  if 
we  allow  the  necessity  of  these,  and  at  the  same  time  think 
it  lawful  to  transgress  them  whenever  the  public  good  shall 
seem  to  require  it,  what  is  this  but  in  words  indeed  to  enjoin 
the  observation  of  moral  rules,  but  in  effect  to  leave  every 
one  to  be  guided  by  his  own  judgment  ?  than  which  nothing 
can  be  imagined  more  pernicious  and  destructive  to  man- 
kind, as  hath  been  already  proved.  Secondly,  this  same 
point  may  be  collected  from  the  example  set  us  by  the 
Author  of  nature,  who,  as  we  have  above  observed,  acts 
according  to  certain  fixed  laws,  which  He  will  not  transgress 
upon  the  account  of  accidental  evils  arising  from  them.  Sup- 
pose a  prince  on  whose  life  the  welfare  of  a  kingdom  depends 
to  fall  down  a  precipice,  we  have  no  reason  to  think  that  the 
universal  law  of  gravitation  would  be  suspended  in  that  case. 
The  like  may  be  said  of  all  other  laws  of  nature,  which  we 
do  not  find  to  admit  of  exceptions  on  particular  accounts. 

28.  And  as,  without  such  a  steadiness  in  nature,  we 
should  soon,  instead  of  this  beautiful  frame,  see  nothing  but 
a  disorderly  and  confused  chaos ;  so,  if  once  it  become 
current  that  the  moral  actions  of  men  are  not  to  be  guided 
by  certain  definite  inviolable  rules,  there  will  be  no  longer 
found  that  beauty,  order,  and  agreement  in  the  system  of 
rational  beings,  or  moral  world,  which  will  then  be  all 
covered  over  with  darkness  and  violence.  It  is  true,  he  who 
stands  close  to  a  palace  can  hardly  make  a  right  judgment 
of  the  architecture  and  symmetry  of  its  several  parts,  the 
nearer  ever  appearing  disproportionably  great.  And,  if  we 
have  a  mind  to  take  a  fair  prospect  of  the  order  and  general 
well-being  which  the  inflexible  laws  of  nature  and  morality 
derive  on  the  world,  we  must,  if  I  may  so  say,  go  out  of  it, 
and  imagine  ourselves  to  be  distant  spectators  of  all  that  is 
transacted  and  contained  in  it ;  otherwise  we  are  sure  to  be 
deceived  by  the  too  near  view  of  the  little  present  interests 
of  ourselves,  our  friends,  or  our  country. 

The  right  understanding  of  what  hath  been  said  will,  I 
think,  afford  a  clear  solution  to  the  following  difficulties : — 

29.  First,  it  may  perhaps  seem  to  some  that,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  foregoing  doctrine,  men  will  be  left  to  their 
own  private  judgments  as  much  as  ever.     For,  first,  the  very 
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being  of  the  laws  of  nature ;  secondly,  the  criterion  whereby 
to  know  them  ;  and,  thirdly,  the  agreement  of  any  particular 
precept  with  that  criterion  are  all  to  be  discovered  by  reason 
and  argumentation,  in  which  every  man  doth  necessarily 
judge  for  himself:  hence,  upon  that  supposition,  there  is 
place  for  as  great  confusion,  unsteadiness,  and  contrariety 
of  opinions  and  actions  as  upon  any  other.  I  answer,  that 
however  men  may  differ  as  to  what  were  most  proper  and 
beneficial  to  the  public  to  be  done  or  omitted  on  par- 
ticular occasions,  when  they  have  for  the  most  part  narrow 
and  interested  views ;  yet,  in  general  conclusions,  drawn 
from  an  equal  and  enlarged  view  of  things,  it  is  not  possible 
there  should  be  so  great,  if  any,  disagreement  at  all  amongst 
candid  rational  inquirers  after  truth. 

30.  Secondly,  the  most  plausible  pretence  of  all  against 
the  doctrine  we  have  premised  concerning  a  rigid  indispens- 
able observation  of  moral  rules  is  that  which  is  founded  on 
the  consideration  of  the  public  weal.  For,  since  the  common 
good  of  mankind  is  confessedly  the  end  which  God  requires 
should  be  promoted  by  the  free  actions  of  men,  it  may  seem 
to  follow  that  all  good  men  ought  ever  to  have  this  in  view, 
as  the  great  mark  to  which  all  their  endeavours  should  be 
directed  ;  if,  therefore,  in  any  particular  case,  a  strict  keeping 
to  the  moral  rule  shall  prove  manifestly  inconsistent  with  the 
public  good,  it  may  be  thought  agreeable  to  the  will  of  God 
that  in  that  case  the  rule  does  not  restrain  an  honest  disin- 
terested person,  from  acting  for  that  end  to  which  the  rule 
itself  was  ordained.  For,  it  is  an  axiom  that  "  the  end  is  more 
excellent  than  the  means,"  which,  deriving  their  goodness 
from  the  end,  may  not  come  in  competition  with  it. 

31.  In  answer  to  this,  let  it  be  observed,  that  nothing  is  a 
law  merely  because  it  conduceth  to  the  public  good,  but  be- 
cause it  is  decreed  by  the  will  of  God,  which  alone  can  give 
the  sanction  of  a  law  of  nature  to  any  precept ;  neither  is  any 
thing,  how  expedient  or  plausible  soever,  to  be  esteemed 
lawful  on  any  other  account  than  its  being  coincident  with, 
or  not  repugnant  to  the  laws  promulgated  by  the  voice  of 
nature  and  reason.  It  must  indeed  be  allowed  that  the 
rational  deduction  of  those  laws  is  founded  in  the  intrinsic 
tendency  they  have  to  promote  the  well-being  of  mankind, 
pn  condition  they  are  universally  and  constantly  observed. 
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But,  though  it  afterwards  come  to  pass  that  they  accidentally 
fail  of  that  end,  or  even  promote  the  contrary,  they  are  never- 
theless binding,  as  hath  been  already  proved.  In  short,  that 
whole  difficulty  may  be  resolved  by  the  following  distinction. 
— In  framing  the  general  laws  of  nature,  it  is  granted  we 
must  be  entirely  guided  by  the  public  good  of  mankind,  but 
not  in  the  ordinary  moral  actions  of  our  lives.  Such  a  rule, 
if  universally  observed,  hath,  from  the  nature  of  things,  a 
necessary  fitness  to  promote  the  general  well-being  of  man- 
kind :  therefore  it  is  a  law  of  nature.  This  is  good  reasoning. 
But  if  we  should  say,  such  an  action  doth  in  this  instance 
produce  much  good,  and  no  harm  to  mankind  ;  therefore  it 
is  lawful :  this  were  wrong.  The  rule  is  framed  with  respect 
to  the  good  of  mankind  ;  but  our  practice  must  be  always 
shaped  immediately  by  the  rule.  They  who  think  the  public 
good  of  a  nation  to  be  the  sole  measure  of  the  obedience  due 
to  the  civil  power  seem  not  to  have  considered  this  distinction. 
32.  If  it  be  said  that  some  negative  precepts,  e.g.,  "  Thou 
shalt  not  kill,"  do  admit  of  limitation,  since  otherwise  it  were 
unlawful  for  the  magistrate,  for  a  soldier  in  a  battle,  or  a  man 
in  his  own  defence,  to  kill  another  : — I  answer,  when  a  duty 
is  expressed  in  too  general  terms,  as  in  this  instance,  in  order 
to  a  distinct  declaration  of  it,  either  those  terms  may  be 
changed  for  others  of  a  more  limited  sense,  as  kill  for  murder, 
or  else,  from  the  general  proposition  remaining  in  its  full  lat- 
itude, exceptions  may  be  made  of  those  precise  cases  which, 
not  agreeing  with  the  notion  of  murder,  are  not  prohibited 
by  the  law  of  nature.  In  the  former  case  there  is  a  limitation ; 
but  it  is  only  of  the  signification  of  a  single  term  too  general 
and  improper,  by  substituting  another  more  proper  and  par- 
ticular in  its  place.  In  the  latter  case  there  are  exceptions ; 
but  then  they  are  not  from  the  law  of  nature,  but  from  a  more 
general  proposition  which,  besides  that  law,  includes  some- 
what more,  which  must  be  taken  away  in  order  to  leave  the 
law  by  itself  clear  and  determinate.  From  neither  of  which 
concessions  will  it  follow  that  any  negative  law  of  nature  is 
limited  to  those  cases  only  where  its  particular  application 
promotes  the  public  good,  or  admits  all  other  cases  to  be  ex- 
cepted from  it  wherein  its  being  actually  observed  produceth 
harm  to  the  public.  But  of  this  I  shall  have  occasion  to  say 
more  in  the  sequel. 
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I  have  now  done  with  the  first  head,  which  was  to  shew 
that  there  is  an  absolute,  unlimited,  passive  obedience  due  to 
the  supreme  power,  wherever  placed  in  any  nation ;  and 
come  to  inquire  into  the  grounds  and  reasons  of  the  contrary 
opinion  :  which  was  the  second  thing  proposed. 

33.  One  great  principle  which  the  pleaders  for  resistance 
make  the  ground-work  of  their  doctrine  is,  that  the  law  of 
self-preservation  is  prior  to  all  other  engagements,  being  the 
very  first  and  fundamental  law  of  nature.  Hence,  say  they, 
subjects  are  obliged  by  nature,  and  it  is  their  duty,  to  resist 
the  cruel  attempts  of  tyrants,  however  authorised  by  un- 
just and  bloody  laws,  which  are  nothing  else  but  the  decrees 
of  men,  and  consequently  must  give  way  to  those  of  God  or 
nature.  But,  perhaps  if  we  narrowly  examine  this  notion,  it 
will  not  be  found  so  just  and  clear  as  some  men  may  imagine, 
or,  indeed,  as  at  first  sight  it  seems  to  be.  For,  we  ought 
to  distinguish  between  a  twofold  signification  of  the  terms 
law  of  nature  ;  which  words  do  either  denote  a  rule  or  pre- 
cept for  the  direction  of  the  voluntary  actions  of  reasonable 
agents,  and  in  that  sense  they  imply  a  duty  ;  or  else  they  are 
used  to  signify  any  general  rule  which  we  observe  to  obtain 
in  the  works  of  nature,  independent  of  the  wills  of  men  ;  in 
which  sense  no  duty  is  implied.  And,  in  this  last  accepta- 
tion, I  grant  it  is  a  general  law  of  nature,  that  in  every 
animal  there  be  implanted  a  desire  of  self-preservation,  which, 
though  it  is  the  earliest,  the  deepest,  and  most  lasting  of 
all,  whether  natural  or  acquired  appetites,  yet  cannot  with 
any  propriety  be  termed  a  moral  duty.  But  if,  in  the  former 
sense  of  the  words,  they  mean  that  self-preservation  is  the 
first  and  most  fundamental  law  of  nature,  which  therefore 
must  take  place  of  all  other  natural  or  moral  duties,  I  think 
that  assertion  to  be  manifestly  false ;  for  this  plain  reason, 
because  it  would  thence  follow,  a  man  may  lawfully  commit 
any  sin  whatsoever  to  preserve  his  life,  than  which  nothing 
can  be  more  absurd. 

34.  It  cannot  indeed  be  denied  that  the  law  of  nature  re- 
strains us  from  doing  those  things  which  may  injure  the  life 
of  any  man,  and  consequently  our  own.  But,  notwithstand- 
ing all  that  is  said  of  the  obligativeness  and  priority  of  the 
law  of  self-preservation,  yet,  for  aught  I  can  see,  there  is  no 


PRINCIPLES   OF   THE  LAW  OF   NATURE.       279 

particular  law  which  obliges  any  man  to  prefer  his  own 
temporal  good,  not  even  life  itself,  to  that  of  another  man, 
much  less  to  the  observation  of  any  one  moral  duty.  This  is 
what  we  are  too  ready  to  perform  of  our  own  accord ;  and 
there  is  more  need  of  a  law  to  curb  and  restrain  than  there  is 
of  one  to  excite  and  inflame  our  self-love. 

35.  But,  secondly,  though  we  should  grant  the  duty  of 
self-preservation  to  be  the  first  and  most  necessary  of  all  the 
positive  or  affirmative  laws  of  nature  ;  yet,  forasmuch  as  it  is 
a  maxim  allowed  by  all  moralists,  that  "  evil  is  never  to 
be  committed,  to  the  end  good  may  come  of  it,"  it  will 
thence  plainly  follow  that  no  negative  precept  ought  to  be 
transgressed  for  the  sake  of  observing  a  positive  one  ;  and 
therefore,  since  we  have  shewn,  "  Thou  shalt  not  resist  the 
supreme  power,"  to  be  a  negative  law  of  nature,  it  is  a 
necessary  consequence  that  it  may  not  be  transgressed  under 
pretence  of  fulfilling  the  positive  duty  of  self-preservation. 

36.  A  second  erroneous  ground  of  our  adversaries,  whereon 
they  lay  a  main  stress,  is  that  they  hold  the  public  good  of  a 
particular  nation  to  be  the  measure  of  the  obedience  due 
from  the  subject  to  the  civil  power,  which  therefore  may  be 
resisted  whensoever  the  public  good  shall  verily  seem  to 
require  it.  But  this  point  hath  been  already  considered  ; 
and  in  truth  it  can  give  small  difficulty  to  whoever  under- 
stands loyalty  to  be  on  the  same  foot  with  other  moral  duties 
enjoined  in  negative  precepts,  all  which,  though  equally  cal- 
culated to  promote  the  general  well-being,  may  not  neverthe- 
less be  limited  or  suspended  under  pretext  of  giving  way  to 
the  end,  as  is  plain  from  what  hath  been  premised  on  that 
subject. 

37.  A  third  reason  which  they  insist  on  is  to  this  effect : — 
All  civil  authority  or  right  is  derived  originally  from  the 
people ;  but  nobody  can  transfer  that  to  another  which  he 
hath  not  himself ;  therefore,  since  no  man  hath  an  absolute 
unlimited  right  over  his  own  life,  the  subject  cannot  transfer 
such  a  right  to  the  prince  (or  supreme  power),  who  conse- 
quently hath  no  such  unlimited  right  to  dispose  of  the  lives 
of  his  subjects.  In  case,  therefore,  a  subject  resist  his  prince, 
who,  acting  according  to  law,  maketh  an  unjust,  though  legal, 
attempt  on  his  life,  he  does  him  no  wrong  ;  since  wrong  it  is 
not,  to  prevent  another  from  seizing  what  he  hath  no  right 
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to  :  whence  it  would  seem  to  follow  that,  agreeably  to  reason, 
the  prince,  or  supreme  power,  wheresoever  placed,  may  be 
resisted.  Having  thus  endeavoured  to  state  their  argument 
in  its  clearest  light,  I  make  this  answer : — First,  it  is  granted, 
no  civil  power  hath  an  unlimited  right  to  dispose  of  the  life 
of  any  man.  Secondly,  in  case  one  man  resist  another  invad- 
ing that  which  he  hath  no  right  to,  it  is  granted  he  doth  him 
no  wrong.  But,  in  the  third  place,  I  deny  that  it  doth  thence 
follow,  the  supreme  power  may  consonantly  to  reason  be  re- 
sisted ;  because  that,  although  such  resistance  wronged  not 
the  prince  or  supreme  power  wheresoever  placed,  yet  it  were 
injurious  to  the  author  of  nature,  and  a  violation  of  his  law, 
which  reason  obligeth  us  to  transgress  upon  no  account  what- 
soever, as  hath  been  demonstrated. 

38.  A  fourth  mistake  or  prejudice  which  influenceth  the 
impugners  of  non-resistance  arises  from  the  natural  dread  of 
slavery,  chains,  and  fetters,  which  inspires  them  with  an 
aversion  for  any  thing,  which  even  metaphorically  comes 
under  those  denominations.  Hence  they  cry  out  against  us 
that  we  would  deprive  them  of  their  natural  freedom,  that  we 
are  making  chains  for  mankind,  that  we  are  for  enslaving 
them,  and  the  like.  But,  how  harsh  soever  the  sentence 
may  appear,  yet  it  is  most  true,  that  our  appetites,  even  the 
most  natural,  as  of  ease,  plenty,  or  life  itself,  must  be  chained 
and  fettered  by  the  laws  of  nature  and  reason.  This  slavery, 
if  they  will  call  it  so,  or  subjection  of  our  passions  to  the 
immutable  decrees  of  reason,  though  it  may  be  galling 
to  the  sensual  part  or  the  beast,  yet  sure  I  am  it  addeth 
much  to  the  dignity  of  that  which  is  peculiarly  human  in 
our  composition.  This  leads  me  to  the  fifth  fundamental 
error : — 

39.  Namely,  the  mistaking  the  object  of  passive  obedience. 
We  should  consider  that  when  a  subject  endures  the  in- 
solence and  oppression  of  one  or  more  magistrates,  armed 
with  the  supreme  civil  power,  the  object  of  his  submission  is, 
in  strict  truth,  nothing  else  but  right  reason,  which  is  the 
voice  of  the  Author  of  nature.  Think  not  we  are  so  sense- 
less as  to  imagine  tyrants  cast  in  a  better  mould  than  other 
men  :  no,  they  are  the  worst  and  vilest  of  men,  and  for  their 
own  sakes  have  not  the  least  right  to  our  obedience.  But 
the  laws  of  God  and   nature   must   be  obeyed,  and  our 
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obedience  to  them  is  never  more  acceptable  and  sincere  than 
when  it  exposeth  us  to  temporal  calamities. 

40.  A  sixth  false  ground  of  persuasion  to  those  we  argue 
against  is  their  not  distinguishing  between  the  natures  of 
positive  and  negative  duties.  For,  say  they,  since  our  active 
obedience  to  the  supreme  civil  power  is  acknowledged  to  be 
limited,  why  may  not  our  duty  of  non-resistance  be  thought 
so  too?  The  answer  is  plain;  because  positive  and  negative 
moral  precepts  are  not  of  the  same  nature — the  former 
admitting  such  limitations  and  exceptions  as  the  latter  are  on 
no  account  liable  to,  as  hath  been  already  proved.  It  is 
very  possible  that  a  man,  in  obeying  the  commands  of  his 
lawful  governors,  might  transgress  some  law  of  God  contrary 
to  them ;  which  it  is  not  possible  for  him  to  do  merely  by  a 
patient  suffering  and  non-resistance  for  conscience  sake. 
And  this  furnishes  such  a  satisfactory  and  obvious  solution 
of  the  fore-mentioned  difficulty  that  I  am  not  a  little  surprised 
to  see  it  insisted  on,  by  men,  otherwise,  of  good  sense  and 
reason.  And  so  much  for  the  grounds  and  reasons  of  the 
adversaries  of  non-resistance. 

I  now  proceed  to  the  third  and  last  thing  proposed, 
namely,  the  consideration  of  the  objections  drawn  from  the 
pretended  consequences  of  non-resistance. 

41.  First,  then,  it  will  be  objected  that,  in  consequence  of 
that  notion,  we  must  believe  that  God  hath,  in  several 
instances,  laid  the  innocent  part  of  mankind  under  an  un- 
avoidable necessity  of  enduring  the  greatest  sufferings  and 
hardships  without  any  remedy  ;  which  is  plainly  inconsistent 
with  the  Divine  wisdom  and  goodness  :  and  therefore  the 
principle  from  whence  that  consequence  flows,  ought  not  to 
be  admitted  as  a  law  of  God  or  nature.  In  answer  to  which 
I  observe,  we  must  carefully  distinguish  between  the  neces- 
sary and  accidental  consequences  of  a  moral  law.  The 
former  kind  are  those  which  the  law  is  in  its  own  nature  cal- 
culated to  produce,  and  which  have  an  inseparable  connexion 
with  the  observation  of  it ;  and  indeed,  if  these  are  bad,  we 
may  justly  conclude  the  law  to  be  so  too,  and  consequently 
not  from  God.  But  the  accidental  consequences  of  a  law 
have  no  intrinsic  natural  connexion  with,  nor  do  they  strictly 
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speaking  flow  from  its  observation,  but  are  the  genuine  result 
of  something  foreign  and  circumstantial,  which  happens  to  be 
joined  with  it.  And  these  accidental  consequences  of  a  very 
good  law  may  nevertheless  be  very  bad ;  which  badness  of 
theirs  is  to  be  charged  on  their  own  proper  and  necessary 
cause,  and  not  on  the  law,  which  hath  no  essential  tendency 
to  produce  them.  Now,  though  it  must  be  granted  that 
a  lawgiver  infinitely  wise  and  good  will  constitute  such  laws 
for  the  regulation  of  human  actions  as  have  in  their  own 
nature  a  necessary  inherent  aptness  to  promote  the  common 
good  of  all  mankind,  and  that  in  the  greatest  degree  that  the 
present  circumstances  and  capacities  of  human  nature  will 
admit,  yet  we  deny  that  the  wisdom  and  goodness  of  the 
lawgiver  are  concerned,  or  may  be  called  in  question,  on 
account  of  the  particular  evils  which  arise,  necessarily  and 
properly,  from  the  transgression  of  some  one  or  more  good 
laws,  and  but  accidentally  from  the  observation  of  others. 
But  it  is  plain  that  the  several  calamities  and  devastations 
which  oppressive  governments  bring  on  the  world  are  not 
the  genuine  necessary  effects  of  the  law  that  enjoineth  a 
passive  subjection  to  the  supreme  power,  neither  are  they 
included  in  the  primary  intention  thereof,  but  spring  from 
avarice,  ambition,  cruelty,  revenge,  and  the  like  inordinate 
affections  and  vices  raging  in  the  breasts  of  governors.  They 
may  not  therefore  argue  a  defect  of  wisdom  or  goodness  in 
God's  law,  but  of  righteousness  in  men. 

42.  Such  is  the  present  state  of  things,  so  irregular  are  the 
wills,  and  so  unrestrained  the  passions,  of  men,  that  we  every 
day  sec  manifest  breaches  and  violations  of  the  laws  of 
nature,  which,  being  always  committed  in  favour  of  the 
wicked,  must  surely  be  sometimes  attended  with  heavy  dis- 
advantages and  miseries  on  the  part  of  those  who  by  a  firm 
adhesion  to  His  laws  endeavour  to  approve  themselves  in  the 
eyes  of  their  Creator.  There  are  in  short  no  rules  of 
morality,  not  excepting  the  best,  but  what  may  subject  good 
men  to  great  sufferings  and  hardships  ;  which  necessarily 
follows  from  the  wickedness  of  those  they  have  to  deal  with, 
and  but  accidentally  from  those  good  rules.  And  as,  on  the 
one  hand,  it  was  inconsistent  with  the  wisdom  of  God,  by 
suffering  a  retaliation  of  fraud,  perjury,  or  the  like,  on  the 
head  of  offenders,  to  punish  one  transgression  by  another : 
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so,  on  the  other  hand,  it  were  inconsistent  with  His  justice  to 
leave  the  good  and  innocent  a  hopeless  sacrifice  to  the 
wicked.  God  therefore  hath  appointed  a  day  of  retribution 
in  another  life,  and  in  this  we  have  His  grace  and  a  good 
conscience  for  our  support.  We  should  not  therefore  repine 
at  the  Divine  laws,  or  shew  a  frowardness  or  impatience  of 
those  transient  sufferings  they  accidentally  expose  us  to, 
which,  however  grating  to  flesh  and  blood,  will  yet  seem  of 
small  moment,  if  we  compare  the  littleness  and  fleetingness 
of  this  present  world  with  the  glory  and  eternity  of  the 
next. 

43.  From  what  hath  been  said,  I  think  it  is  plain  that  the 
premised  doctrine  of  non-resistance  were  safe,  though  the 
evils  incurred  thereby  should  be  allowed  never  so  great. 
But  perhaps,  upon  a  strict  examination,  they  will  be  found 
much  less  than  by  many  they  are  thought  to  be.  The  mis- 
chievous effects  which  are  charged  on  that  doctrine  may  be 
reduced  to  these  two  points  : — First,  that  it  is  an  encourage- 
ment for  all  governors  to  become  tyrants,  by  the  prospect  it 
gives  them  of  impunity  or  non-resistance.  Secondly,  that  it 
renders  the  oppression  and  cruelty  of  those  who  are  tyrants 
more  insupportable  and  violent,  by  cutting  off  all  oppositions 
and  consequently  all  means  of  redress.  I  shall  consider 
each  of  these  distinctly. — As  to  the  first  point,  either  you 
will  suppose  the  governors  to  be  good  or  ill  men.  If  they 
are  good,  there  is  no  fear  of  their  becoming  tyrants.  And 
if  they  are  ill  men,  that  is,  such  as  postpone  the  observation 
of  God's  laws  to  the  satisfying  of  their  own  lusts,  then  it  can 
be  no  security  to  them  that  others  will  rigidly  observe  those 
moral  precepts  which  they  find  themselves  so  prone  to 
transgress. 

44.  It  is  indeed  a  breach  of  the  law  of  nature  for  a  sub- 
ject, though  under  the  greatest  and  most  unjust  sufferings,  to 
lift  up  his  hand  against  the  supreme  power.  But  it  is  a 
more  heinous  and  inexcusable  violation  of  it  for  the  persons 
invested  with  the  supreme  power  to  use  that  power  to  the 
ruin  and  destruction  of  the  people  committed  to  their  charge. 
What  encouragement  therefore  can  any  man  have  to  think 
that  others  will  not  be  pushed  on  by  the  strong  implanted 
appetite  of  self-preservation,  to  commit  a  crime,  when  he 
himself  commits  a  more  brutish  and  unnatural  crime,  perhaps 
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without  any  provocation  at  all  ?  Or  is  it  to  be  imagined  that 
they  who  daily  break  God's  laws,  for  the  sake  of  some 
little  profit  or  transient  pleasure,  will  not  be  tempted,  by  the 
love  of  property,  liberty,  or  life  itself,  to  transgress  that  single 
precept  which  forbids  resistance  to  the  supreme  power  ? 

45.  But  it  will  be  demanded — To  what  purpose  then  is 
this  duty  of  non-resistance  preached,  and  proved,  and  re- 
commended to  our  practice,  if,  in  all  likelihood,  when  things 
come  to  an  extremity,  men  will  never  observe  it  ?  I  answer, 
to  the  very  same  purpose  that  any  other  duty  is  preached. 
For,  what  duty  is  there  which  many,  too  many,  upon  some 
consideration  or  other,  may  not  be  prevailed  on  to  transgress  ? 
Moralists  and  divines  do  not  preach  the  duties  of  nature  and 
religion  with  a  view  of  gaining  mankind  to  a  perfect  observa- 
tion of  them  ;  that  they  know  is  not  to  be  done.  But,  how- 
ever, our  pains  are  answered,  if  we  can  make  men  less 
sinners  than  otherwise  they  would  be  ;  if,  by  opposing  the 
force  of  duty  to  that  of  present  interest  and  passion,  we  can 
get  the  better  of  some  temptations,  and  balance  others, 
while  the  greatest  still  remain  invincible. 

46.  But,  granting  those  who  are  invested  with  the  supreme 
power  to  have  all  imaginable  security  that  no  cruel  and  bar- 
barous treatment  whatever  could  provoke  their  subjects  to 
rebellion,  yet  I  believe  it  may  be  justly  questioned,  whether 
such  security  would  tempt  them  to  more  or  greater  acts  of 
cruelty  than  jealousy,  distrust,  suspicion,  and  revenge  may 
do  in  a  state  less  secure.  And  so  far  in  consideration  of  the 
first  point,  namely,  that  the  doctrine  of  non-resistance  is  an 
encouragement  for  governors  to  become  tyrants. 

47.  The  second  mischievous  effects  it  was  charged  with 
is,  that  it  renders  the  oppression  and  cruelty  of  those  who 
are  tyrants  more  insupportable  and  violent,  by  cutting  off  all 
opposition,  and  consequently  all  means  of  redress.  But,  if 
things  are  rightly  considered,  it  will  appear  that  redressing 
the  evils  of  government  by  force  is  at  best  a  very  hazardous 
attempt,  and  what  often  puts  the  public  in  a  worse  state  than 
it  was  before.  For,  either  you  suppose  the  power  of  the 
rebels  to  be  but  small,  and  easily  crushed,  and  then  this  is 
apt  to  inspire  the  governors  with  confidence  and  cruelty. 
Or,  in  case  you  suppose  it  more  considerable,  so  as  to  be  a 
match  for  the  supreme  power   supported   by   the  public 
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treasure,  forts,  and  armies,  and  that  the  whole  nation  is  en- 
gaged in  a  civil  war ; — the  certain  effects  of  this  are,  rapine, 
bloodshed,  misery,  and  confusion  to  all  orders  and  parties  of 
men,  greater  and  more  insupportable  by  far  than  are  known 
under  any  the  most  absolute  and  severe  tyranny  upon  earth. 
And  it  may  be  that,  after  much  mutual  slaughter,  the  re- 
bellious party  may  prevail.  And  if  they  do  prevail  to  destroy 
the  government  in  being,  it  may  be  they  will  substitute  a 
better  in  its  place,  or  change  it  into  better  hands.  And  may 
not  this  come  to  pass  without  the  expense,  and  toil,  and 
blood  of  war  ?  Is  not  the  heart  of  a  prince  in  the  hand  ot 
God  ?  May  He  not  therefore  give  him  a  right  sense  of  his 
duty,  or  may  He  not  call  him  out  of  the  world  by  sickness, 
accident,  or  the  hand  of  some  desperate  ruffian,  and  send  a 
better  in  his  stead?  When  I  speak  as  of  a  monarchy,  I 
would  be  understood  to  mean  all  sorts  of  government, 
wheresoever  the  supreme  power  is  lodged.  Upon  the  whole, 
I  think  we  may  close  with  the  heathen  philosopher,  who 
thought  it  the  part  of  a  wise  man  never  to  attempt  the  change 
of  government  by  force,  when  it  could  not  be  mended  with- 
out the  slaughter  and  banishment  of  his  countrymen  :  but 
to  sit  still,  and  pray  for  better  times.1  For,  this  way  may  do, 
and  the  other  may  not  do ;  there  is  uncertainty  in  both 
courses.  The  difference  is  that  in  the  way  of  rebellion  we 
are  sure  to  increase  the  public  calamities,  for  a  time  at  least, 
though  we  are  not  sure  of  lessening  them  for  the  future. 

48.  But,  though  it  should  be  acknowledged  that,  in  the 
main,  submission  and  patience  ought  to  be  recommended, 
yet,  men  will  be  still  apt  to  demand,  whether  extraordinary 
cases  may  not  require  extraordinary  measures ;  and  there- 
fore, in  case  the  oppression  be  insupportable,  and  the  pros- 
pect of  deliverance  sure,  whether  rebellion  may  not  be 
allowed  of?  I  answer,  by  no  means.  Perjury,  or  breach  of 
faith,  may,  in  some  possible  cases,  bring  great  advantage  to 
a  nation,  by  freeing  it  from  conditions  inconsistent  with  its 
liberty  and  public  welfare.  So  likewise  may  adultery,  by 
procuring  a  domestic  heir,  prevent  a  kingdom's  falling  into 
the  hands  of  a  foreign  power,  which  would  in  all  probability 
prove  its  ruin.     Yet,  will  any  man  say,  the  extraordinary 

1  Plato,  in  Epist.  vii. — Author. 
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nature  of  those  cases  can  take  away  the  guilt  of  perjury  and 
adultery  ?  l  This  is  what  I  will  not  suppose.  But  it  hath 
been  shewn,  that  rebellion  is  as  truly  a  crime  against  nature 
and  reason  as  either  of  the  foregoing ;  it  may  not  therefore 
be  justified  upon  any  account  whatever,  any  more  than  they. 

49.  What !  must  we  then  submit  our  necks  to  the  sword  ? 
and  is  there  no  help,  no  refuge,  against  extreme  tyranny 
established  by  law  ?  In  answer  to  this  I  say,  in  the  first 
place,  it  is  not  to  be  feared  that  men  in  their  wits  should  seek 
the  destruction  of  their  people,  by  such  cruel  and  unnatural 
decrees  as  some  are  forward  to  suppose.  I  say,  secondly, 
that,  in  case  they  should,  yet  most  certainly  the  subordinate 
magistrates  may  not,  nay,  they  ought  not,  in  obedience  to 
those  decrees,  to  act  any  thing  contrary  to  the  express  laws 
of  God.  And,  perhaps,  all  things  considered,  it  will  be 
thought  that  representing  this  limitation  of  their  active 
obedience,  by  the  laws  of  God  or  nature,  as  a  duty  to  the 
ministers  of  the  supreme  power,  may  prove  in  those  extrava- 
gant supposed  cases  no  less  effectual  for  the  peace  and  safety 
of  a  nation  than  preaching  up  the  power  of  resistance  to  the 
people. 

50.  Further,  it  will  probably  be  objected  as  an  absurdity 
in  the  doctrine  of  passive  obedience,  that  it  enjoineth  sub- 

1  [The  following  note  was  added  to  the  third  or  1713  edition.  The 
author  of  the  condemned  book  was  Matthew  Tindal.]  When  I  wrote  this, 
I  could  not  think  any  man  would  avow  the  justifying  those  crimes  on  any 
pretext  :  but  I  since  find  that  an  author  (supposed  the  same  who  pub- 
lished the  book  entitled,  "The  Rights  of  the  Christian  Church  ")  in  a 
"Discourse  concerning  Obedience  to  the  Supreme  Powers,"  printed 
with  three  other  discourses  at  London,  in  the  year  1 709,  chap.  iv.  p.  28, 
speaking  of  Divine  laws,  is  not  ashamed  to  assert,  "There  is  no  law 
which  wholly  relates  to  man  but  ceases  to  oblige,  if,  upon  the  infinite 
variety  of  circumstances  attending  human  affairs,  it  happens  to  be  con- 
trary to  the  good  of  man."  So  that,  according  to  this  writer,  parricide, 
incest,  or  breach  of  faith  become  innocent  things,  if,  in  the  infinite  variety 
of  circumstances,  they  should  happen  to  promote  (or  be  thought  by  any 
private  person  to  promote)  the  public  good.  After  what  has  been  already 
said,  I  hope  I  need  not  be  at  any  pains  to  convince  the  reader  of  the 
absurdity  and  perniciousness  of  this  notion.  I  shall  only  observe,  that 
it  appears  the  author  was  led  into  it  by  a  more  than  ordinary  aversion 
to  passive  obedience,  which  put  him  upon  measuring  or  limiting  that 
duty,  and,  with  equal  reason,  all  others,  by  the  public  good,  to  the 
entire  unhinging  of  all  order  and  morality  among  men.  And  it  must  be 
owned  the  transition  was  very  natural. — Author. 
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jects  a  blind  implicit  submission  to  the  decrees  of  other 
men ;  which  is  unbecoming  the  dignity  and  freedom  of 
reasonable  agents ;  who  indeed  ought  to  pay  obedience  to 
their  superiors,  but  it  should  be  a  rational  obedience,  such 
as  arises  from  a  knowledge  of  the  equity  of  their  laws,  and 
the  tendency  they  have  to  promote  the  public  good.  To 
which  I  answer,  that  it  is  not  likely  a  government  should 
suffer  much  for  want  of  having  its  laws  inspected  and 
amended  by  those  who  are  not  legally  entitled  to  a  share  in 
the  management  of  affairs  of  that  nature.  And  it  must  be 
confessed  the  bulk  of  mankind  are  by  their  circumstances 
and  occupations  so  far  unqualified  to  judge  of  such  matters, 
that  they  must  necessarily  pay  an  implicit  deference  to  some 
or  other  j  and  to  whom  so  properly  as  to  those  invested  with 
the  supreme  power? 

51.  There  is  another  objection  against  absolute  submission, 
which  I  should  not  have  mentioned  but  that  I  find  it  in- 
sisted on  by  men  of  so  great  note  as  Grotius  and  Puffendorf,1 
who  think  our  non-resistance  should  be  measured  by  the 
intention  of  those  who  first  framed  the  society.  Now,  say 
they,  if  we  suppose  the  question  put  to  them,  whether  they 
meant  to  lay  every  subject  under  the  necessity  of  choosing 
death,  rather  than  in  any  case  to  resist  the  cruelty  of  his 
superiors,  it  cannot  be  imagined  they  would  answer  in  the 
affirmative.  For,  this  were  to  put  themselves  in  a  worse 
condition  than  that  which  they  endeavoured  to  avoid  by 
entering  into  society.  For,  although  they  were  before 
obnoxious  to  the  injuries  of  many,  they  had  nevertheless  the 
power  of  resisting  them.  But  now  they  are  bound,  without 
any  opposition  at  all,  to  endure  the  greatest  injuries  from 
those  whom  they  have  armed  with  their  own  strength. 
Which  is  by  so  much  worse  than  the  former  state,  as  the 
undergoing  an  execution  is  worse  than  the  hazard  of  a  battle. 
But  (passing  by  all  other  exceptions  which  this  method  of 
arguing  may  be  liable  to),  it  is  evident  that  a  man  had  better 
be  exposed  to  the  absolute  irresistible  decrees,  even  of  one 
single  person,  whose  own  and  posterity's  true  interest  it  is  to 
preserve  him  in  peace  and  plenty,  and  protect  him  from  the 

1  Grotius  "  De  Jure  Belli  et  Pads,"  lib.  I.,  cap.  iv.,  sect.  7;  et 
Puffendorf  "  De  Jure  Nature  et  Gentium,"  lib.  VII.,  cap.  vii.,  sect.  7. 
— Author. 
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injuries  of  all  mankind  beside,  than  remain  an  open  prey  to 
the  rage  and  avarice  of  every  wicked  man  upon  earth,  who 
either  exceeds  him  in  strength,  or  takes  him  at  an  advantage. 
The  truth  of  this  is  confirmed,  as  well  by  the  constant  ex- 
perience of  the  far  greater  part  of  the  world,  as  by  what  we 
have  already  observed  concerning  anarchy,  and  the  incon- 
sistence of  such  a  state  with  that  manner  of  life  which  human 
nature  requires.  Hence  it  is  plain  the  objection  last  men- 
tioned is  built  on  a  false  supposition ;  viz.  That  men,  by 
quitting  the  natural  state  of  anarchy  for  that  of  absolute  non- 
resisting  obedience  to  government,  would  put  themselves  in 
a  worse  condition  than  they  were  in  before. 

52.  The  last  objection  I  shall  take  notice  of  is,  that,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  premised  doctrine,  where  no  exceptions,  no 
limitations,  are  to  be  allowed  of,  it  should  seem  to  follow  men 
were  bound  to  submit  without  making  any  opposition  to 
usurpers,  or  even  madmen,  possessed  of  the  supreme 
authority.  Which  is  a  notion  so  absurd,  and  repugnant  to 
common  sense,  that  the  foundation  on  which  it  is  built  may 
justly  be  called  in  question.  Now,  in  order  to  clear  this 
point,  I  observe  the  limitation  of  moral  duties  may  be  under- 
stood in  a  twofold  sense — either,  first,  as  a  distinction  applied 
to  the  terms  of  a  proposition,  whereby  that  which  was  ex- 
pressed before  too  generally  is  limited  to  a  particular  accept- 
ation ;  and  this,  in  truth,  is  not  so  properly  limiting  the 
duty  as  defining  it.  Or,  secondly,  it  may  be  understood  as  a 
suspending  the  observation  of  a  duty  for  avoiding  some  extra- 
ordinary inconvenience,  and  thereby  confining  it  to  certain 
occasions.  And  in  this  last  sense  only,  we  have  shewn 
negative  duties  not  to  admit  of  limitation.  Having  premised 
this  remark,  I  make  the  following  answer  to  the  objection  : — 
namely,  that  by  virtue  of  the  duty  of  non-resistance  we  are 
not  obliged  to  submit  the  disposal  of  our  lives  and  fortunes 
to  the  discretion  either  of  madmen,  or  of  all  those  who  by 
craft  or  violence  invade  the  supreme  power ;  because  the  ob- 
ject of  the  submission  enjoined  subjects  by  the  law  of  nature 
is,  from  the  reason  of  the  thing,  manifestly  limited  so  as  to 
exclude  both  the  one  and  the  other.  Which  I  shall  not  go 
about  to  prove,  because  I  believe  nobody  has  denied  it.  Nor 
doth  the  annexing  such  limits  to  the  object  of  our  obedience 
at  all  limit  the  duty  itself,  in  the  sense  we  except  against. 
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53.1  In  morality  the  eternal  rules  of  action  have  the  same 
immutable  universal  truth  with  propositions  in  geometry. 
Neither  of  them  depends  on  circumstances  or  accidents, 
being  at  all  times,  and  in  all  places,  without  limitation  or  ex- 
ception, true.  "Thou  shalt  not  resist  the  supreme  civil 
power  "  is  no  less  constant  and  unalterable  a  rule,  for  model- 
ling the  behaviour  of  a  subject  toward  the  government, 
than  "  multiply  the  height  by  half  the  base"  is  for  measuring 
a  triangle.  And,  as  it  would  not  be  thought  to  detract  from 
the  universality  of  this  mathematical  rule  that  it  did  not 
exactly  measure  a  field  which  was  not  an  exact  triangle,  so 
ought  it  not  to  be  thought  an  argument  against  the  univers- 
ality of  the  rule  prescribing  passive  obedience  that  it  does 
not  reach  a  man's  practice  in  all  cases  where  a  government  is 
unhinged,  or  the  supreme  power  disputed.  There  must  be  a 
triangle,  and  you  must  use  your  senses  to  know  this,  before 
there  is  room  for  applying  your  mathematical  rule.  And 
there  must  be  a  civil  government,  and  you  must  know  in 
whose  hands  it  is  lodged,  before  the  moral  precept  takes 
place.  But,  where  the  supreme  power  is  ascertained,  we 
should  no  more  doubt  of  our  submission  to  it,  than  we  would 
doubt  of  the  way  to  measure  a  figure  we  know  to  be  a 
triangle. 

54.  In  the  various  changes  and  fluctuations  of  government, 
it  is  impossible  to  prevent  that  controversies  should  some- 
times arise  concerning  the  seat  of  the  supreme  power.  And 
in  such  cases  subjects  cannot  be  denied  the  liberty  of  judg- 
ing for  themselves,  or  of  taking  part  with  some,  and  opposing 
others,  according  to  the  best  of  their  judgments ;  all  which 
is  consistent  with  an  exact  observation  of  their  duty,  so  long 
as,  when  the  constitution  is  clear  in  the  point,  and  the  object 
of  their  submission  undoubted,  no  pretext  of  interest,  friends, 
or  the  public  good,  can  make  them  depart  from  it.  In  short, 
it  is  acknowledged  that  the  precept  enjoining  non-resistance 
is  limited  to  particular  objects,  but  not  to  particular  occa- 
sions. And  in  this  it  is  like  all  other  moral  negative  duties, 
which,  considered  as  general  propositions,  do  admit  of  limita- 
tions and  restrictions,  in  order  to  a  distinct  definition  of 
the  duty ;  but  what  is  once  known  to  be  a  duty  of  that  sort 

1  The  whole  of  this  significant  section  was  added  to  the  author's  last 
(1713)  edition. 
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can  never  become  otherwise  by  any  good  or  ill  effect,  cir- 
cumstance, or  event  whatsoever.  And  in  truth  if  it  were  not. 
so,  if  there  were  no  general  inflexible  rules,  but  all  negative 
as  well  as  positive  duties  might  be  dispensed  with,  and  warpt 
to  serve  particular  interests  and  occasions,  there  were  an  end 
of  all  morality. 

55.  It  is  therefore  evident  that,  as  the  observation  of  any 
other  negative  moral  law  is  not  to  be  limited  to  those  instances 
only  where  it  may  produce  good  effects,  so  neither  is  the  ob- 
servation of  non-resistance  limited  in  such  sort  as  that  any 
man  may  lawfully  transgress  it,  whensoever  in  his  judgment 
the  public  good  of  his  particular  country  shall  require  it. 
And  it  is  with  regard  to  this  limitation  by  the  effects  that  I 
speak  of  non-resistance  as  an  absolute,  unconditioned,  un- 
limited duty.  Which  must  inevitably  be  granted,  unless  one 
of  these  three  things  can  be  proved  : — either,  first,  that  non- 
resistance  is  no  moral  duty  :  or,  secondly,  that  other  negative 
moral  duties  are  limited  by  the  effects  :  or,  lastly,  that  there  is 
something  peculiar  in  the  nature  of  non-resistance,  which  ne- 
cessarily subjects  it  to  such  a  limitation  as  no  other  negative 
moral  duty  can  admit.  The  contrary  to  each  of  which  points, 
if  I  mistake  not,  hath  been  clearly  made  out. 

56.  I  have  now  briefly  gone  through  the  objections  drawn 
from  the  consequences  of  non-resistance,  which  was  the  last 
general  head  I  proposed  to  treat  of.  In  handling  this  and 
the  other  points,  I  have  endeavoured  to  be  as  full  and  clear 
as  the  usual  length  of  these  discourses  would  permit,  and 
throughout  to  consider  the  argument  with  the  same  indiffer- 
ence as  I  should  any  other  part  of  general  knowledge,  being 
verily  persuaded  that  men  as  Christians  are  obliged  to  the 
practice  of  no  one  moral  duty  which  may  not  abide  the 
severest  test  of  Reason. 
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"lover  of  good  sense."  It  was  the  earliest  work  of  his  to  be  first  pub- 
lished in  London.  It  appeared  in  1713  and  was  reprinted  in  1725. 
The  third  and  last  edition  was  slightly  revised,  and  appeared  in  1734 
with  the  last  edition  of  the  "  Principles  of  Human  Knowledge."  The 
text  of  the  "  Dialogues  "  here  given  is  that  of  1734,  with  the  exception 
that  the  Preface,  deleted  then,  is  now  restored.  Mr.  Gosse  has  said 
very  justly  "  the  abstruse  nature  of  his  contributions  to  literature  have 
unduly  concealed  the  fact  that  Berkeley  is  one  of  the  most  exquisite 
of  all  writers  of  English  prose  ; "  and  if  any  proof  of  this  be  needed  it 
will  be  found  written  in  these  dialogues.] 
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TO  THE  RIGHT   HONOURABLE 

THE 

LORD  BERKELEY  OF  STRATTON, 

master  of  the  rolls  in  the  kingdom  of  ireland, 

chancellor  of  the  duchy  of  lancaster,  and 

one  of  the  lords  of  her  majesty's  most 

honourable  privy  council. 

My  Lord, 

The  virtue,  learning,  and  good  sense  which  are  acknow- 
ledged to  distinguish  your  character,  would  tempt  me  to  in- 
dulge myself  the  pleasure  men  naturally  take  in  giving 
applause  to  those  whom  they  esteem  and  honour :  and  it 
should  seem  of  importance  to  the  subjects  of  Great  Britain  that 
they  knew  the  eminent  share  you  enjoy  in  the  favour  of  your 
sovereign,  and  the  honours  she  has  conferred  upon  you,  have 
not  been  owing  to  any  application  from  your  lordship,  but 
entirely  to  her  majesty's  own  thought,  arising  from  a  sense  of 
your  personal  merit,  and  an  inclination  to  reward  it.  But, 
as  your  name  is  prefixed  to  this  treatise  with  an  intention  to 
do  honour  to  myself  alone,  I  shall  only  say  that  I  am  en- 
couraged by  the  favour  you  have  treated  me  with,  to  address 
these  papers  to  your  lordship.  And  I  was  the  more  am- 
bitious of  doing  this,  because  a  Philosophical  Treatise  could 
not  so  properly  be  addressed  to  any  one  as  to  a  person  of 
your  lordship's  character,  who,  to  your  other  valuable 
distinctions,  have  added  the  knowledge  and  relish  of 
Philosophy. 

I  am,  with  the  greatest  respect, 

My  Lord, 

Your  lordship's  most  obedient  and 

most  humble  servant, 

GEORGE   BERKELEY.1 

1  This  dedication  does  not  appear  in  the  third  edition,  1734. 
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THOUGH  it  seems  the  general  opinion  of  the  world,  no 
less  than  the  design  of  nature  and  providence,  that 
the  end  of  speculation  be  Practice,  or  the  improvement  and 
regulation  of  our  lives  and  actions ;  yet  those  who  are  most 
addicted  to  speculative  studies,  seem  as  generally  of  another 
mind.  And,  indeed,  if  we  consider  the  pains  that  have 
been  taken  to  perplex  the  plainest  things — that  distrust  of 
the  senses,  those  doubts  and  scruples,  those  abstractions 
and  refinements  that  occur  in  the  very  entrance  of  the 
sciences ;  it  will  not  seem  strange  that  men  of  leisure  and 
curiosity  should  lay  themselves  out  in  fruitless  disquisitions, 
without  descending  to  the  practical  parts  of  life,  or  inform- 
ing themselves  in  the  more  necessary  and  important  parts  of 
knowledge. 

Upon  the  common  principles  of  philosophers,  we  are  not 
assured  of  the  existence  of  things  from  their  being  perceived. 
And  we  are  taught  to  distinguish  their  real  nature  from  that 
which  falls  under  our  senses.  Hence  arise  Scepticism  and 
Paradoxes.  It  is  not  enough  that  we  see  and  feel,  that  we 
taste  and  smell  a  thing  :  its  true  nature,  its  absolute  external 
entity,  is  still  concealed.  For,  though  it  be  the  fiction  of 
our  own  brain,  we  have  made  it  inaccessible  to  all  our 
faculties.  Sense  is  fallacious,  reason  defective.  We  spend 
our  lives  in  doubting  of  those  things  which  other  men  evi- 
dently know,  and  believing  those  things  which  they  laugh 
at  and  despise. 

In  order,  therefore,  to  divert  the  busy  mind  of  man  from 
vain  researches,  it  seemed  necessary  to  inquire  into  the 
source  of  its  perplexities ;  and,  if  possible,  to  lay  down  such 

1  The  Preface  is  here  included,  though  omitted  by  the  author  at  his 
last  revision  (1734). 
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Principles  as,  by  an  easy  solution  of  them,  together  with 
their  own  native  evidence,  may  at  once  recommend  them- 
selves for  genuine  to  the  mind,  and  rescue  it  from  those 
endless  pursuits  it  is  engaged  in.  Which  with  a  plain 
demonstration  of  the  Immediate  Providence  of  an  all-seeing 
God,  and  the  natural  Immortality  of  the  soul,  should  seem 
the  readiest  preparation,  as  well  as  the  strongest  motive,  to 
the  study  and  practice  of  virtue. 

This  design  I  proposed  in  the  First  Part  of  a  treatise  con- 
cerning Principles  of  Human  Knowledge,  published  in  the 
year  17 10.  But,  before  I  proceed  to  publish  the  Second 
Part,  I  thought  it  requisite  to  treat  more  clearly  and  fully  of 
certain  Principles  laid  down  in  the  First,  and  to  place  them 
in  a  new  light.  Which  is  the  business  of  the  following 
Dialogues. 

In  this  treatise,  which  does  not  presuppose  in  the  reader 
any  knowledge  of  what  was  contained  in  the  former,  it  has 
been  my  aim  to  introduce  the  notions  I  advance  into  the 
mind  in  the  most  easy  and  familiar  manner ;  especially 
because  they  carry  with  them  a  great  opposition  to  the  pre- 
judices of  philosophers,  which  have  so  far  prevailed  against 
the  common  sense  and  natural  notions  of  mankind. 

If  the  principles  which  I  here  endeavour  to  propagate  are 
admitted  for  true,  the  consequences  which,  I  think,  evidently 
flow  from  thence  are,  that  Atheism  and  Scepticism  will  be 
utterly  destroyed,  many  intricate  points  made  plain,  great 
difficulties  solved,  several  useless  parts  of  science  retrenched, 
speculation  referred  to  practice,  and  men  reduced  from 
paradoxes  to  common  sense. 

And,  although  it  may,  perhaps,  seem  an  uneasy  reflexion 
to  some  that,  when  they  have  taken  a  circuit  through  so 
many  refined  and  unvulgar  notions,  they  should  at  last  come 
to  think  like  other  men ;  yet,  methinks,  this  return  to  the 
simple  dictates  of  nature,  after  having  wandered  through  the 
wild  mazes  of  philosophy,  is  not  unpleasant.  It  is  like  com- 
ing home  from  a  long  voyage  :  a  man  reflects  with  pleasure 
on  the  many  difficulties  and  perplexities  he  has  passed 
through,  sets  his  heart  at  ease,  and  enjoys  himself  with  more 
satisfaction  for  the  future. 

As  it  was  my  intention  to  convince  Sceptics  and  Infidels 
by  reason,  so  it  has  been  my  endeavour  strictly  to  observe  the 
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most  rigid  laws  of  reasoning.  And,  to  an  impartial  reader, 
I  hope  it  will  be  manifest  that  the  sublime  notion  of  a  God, 
and  the  comfortable  expectation  of  Immorality,  do  naturally 
arise  from  a  close  and  methodical  application  of  thought — 
whatever  may  be  the  result  of  that  loose,  rambling  way,  not 
altogether  improperly  termed  Free-thinking,  by  certain  liber- 
tines in  thought,  who  can  no  more  endure  the  restraints  of 
logic  than  those  of  religion  or  government. 

It  will  perhaps  be  objected  to  my  design  that,  so  far  as  it 
tends  to  ease  the  mind  of  difficult  and  useless  inquiries,  it 
can  affect  only  a  few  speculative  persons  ;  but,  if  by  their 
speculations  rightly  placed,  the  study  of  morality  and  the 
law  of  nature  were  brought  more  into  fashion  among  men  of 
parts  and  genius,  the  discouragements  that  draw  to  Scepticism 
removed,  the  measures  of  right  and  wrong  accurately  defined, 
and  the  principles  of  Natural  Religion  reduced  into  regular 
systems,  as  artfully  disposed  and  clearly  connected  as  those 
of  some  other  sciences  :  there  are  grounds  to  think  these 
effects  would  not  only  have  a  gradual  influence  in  repairing 
the  too  much  defaced  sense  of  virtue  in  the  world ;  but  also, 
by  showing  that  such  parts  of  revelation  as  lie  within  the 
reach  of  human  inquiry  are  most  agreeable  to  right  reason, 
would  dispose  all  prudent,  unprejudiced  persons  to  a  modest 
and  wary  treatment  of  those  sacred  mysteries  which  are 
above  the  comprehension  of  our  faculties. 

It  remains  that  I  desire  the  reader  to  withhold  his  censure 
of  these  Dialogues  till  he  has  read  them  through.  Other- 
wise he  may  lay  them  aside,  in  a  mistake  of  their  design,  or 
on  account  of  difficulties  or  objections  which  he  would  find 
answered  in  the  sequel.  A  treatise  of  this  nature  would 
require  to  be  once  read  over  coherently,  in  order  to  compre- 
hend its  design,  the  proofs,  solution  of  difficulties,  and  the 
connexion  and  disposition  of  its  parts.  If  it  be  thought  to 
deserve  a  second  reading,  this,  I  imagine,  will  make  the 
entire  scheme  very  plain  ;  especially  if  recourse  be  had  to  an 
Essay  I  wrote  some  years  since  upon  Vision,  and  the  Trea- 
tise concerning  the  Principles  of  Human  Knowledge — 
wherein  divers  notions  advanced  in  these  Dialogues  are 
farther  pursued,  or  placed  in  different  lights,  and  other 
points  handled  which  naturally  tend  to  confirm  and  illustrate 
them. 
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BETWEEN  HYLAS  AND  PHILONOUS,  IN  OPPOSI- 
TION TO  SCEPTICS  AND  ATHEISTS. 

THE   FIRST   DIALOGUE. 

Philonous. 

GOOD  morrow,  Hylas :  I  did  not  expect  to  find  you 
abroad  so  early. 

Hyl.  It  is  indeed  something  unusual ;  but  my  thoughts 
were  so  taken  up  with  a  subject  I  was  discoursing  of  last 
night,  that  finding  I  could  not  sleep,  I  resolved  to  rise  and 
take  a  turn  in  the  garden. 

Phil.  It  happened  well,  to  let  you  see  what  innocent  and 
agreeable  pleasures  you  lose  every  morning.  Can  there  be 
a  pleasanter  time  of  the  day,  or  a  more  delightful  season  of 
the  year?  That  purple  sky,  those  wild  but  sweet  notes  of 
birds,  the  fragrant  bloom  upon  the  trees  and  flowers,  the 
gentle  influence  of  the  rising  sun,  these  and  a  thousand 
nameless  beauties  of  nature  inspire  the  soul  with  secret 
transports ;  its  faculties  too  being  at  this  time  fresh  and 
lively,  are  fit  for  these  meditations,  which  the  solitude  of  a 
garden  and  tranquillity  of  the  morning  naturally  dispose  us 
to.  But  I  am  afraid  I  interrupt  your  thoughts  :  for  you 
seemed  very  intent  on  something. 

Hyl.  It  is  true,  I  was,  and  shall  be  obliged  to  you  if  you 
will  permit  me  to  go  on  in  the  same  vein ;  not  that  I  would 
by  any  means  deprive  myse  f  of  your  company,  for  my 
thoughts  always  flow  more  easily  in  conversation  with  a 
friend,  than  when  I  am  alone :  but  my  request  is,  that  you 
would  suffer  me  to  impart  my  reflexions  to  you. 
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Phil.  With  all  my  heart,  it  is  what  I  should  have 
requested  myself  if  you  had  not  prevented  me. 

Hyl.  I  was  considering  the  odd  fate  of  those  men  who  have 
in  all  ages,  through  an  affectation  of  being  distinguished 
from  the  vulgar,  or  some  unaccountable  turn  of  thought, 
pretended  either  to  believe  nothing  at  all,  or  to  believe  the 
most  extravagant  things  in  the  world.  This  however  might 
be  borne,  if  their  paradoxes  and  scepticism  did  not  draw 
after  them  some  consequences  of  general  disadvantage  to 
mankind.  But  the  mischief  lieth  here ;  that  when  men  of 
less  leisure  see  them  who  are  supposed  to  have  spent  their 
whole  time  in  the  pursuits  of  knowledge  professing  an  entire 
ignorance  of  all  things,  or  advancing  such  notions  as  are 
repugnant  to  plain  and  commonly  received  principles,  they 
will  be  tempted  to  entertain  suspicions  concerning  the  most 
important  truths,  which  they  had  hitherto  held  sacred  and 
unquestionable. 

Phil.  I  entirely  agree  with  you,  as  to  the  ill  tendency  of 
the  affected  doubts  of  some  philosophers,  and  fantastical 
conceits  of  others.  I  am  even  so  far  gone  of  late  in  this  way 
of  thinking,  that  I  have  quitted  several  of  the  sublime  notions 
I  had  got  in  their  schools  for  vulgar  opinions.  And  I  give 
it  you  on  my  word,  since  this  revolt  from  metaphysical 
notions,  to  the  plain  dictates  of  nature  and  common  sense,  I 
find  my  understanding  strangely  enlightened,  so  that  I  can 
now  easily  comprehend  a  great  many  things  which  before 
were  all  mystery  and  riddle. 

Hyl.  I  am  glad  to  find  there  was  nothing  in  the  accounts 
I  heard  of  you. 

Phil.  Pray,  what  were  those  ? 

Hyl.  You  were  represented  in  last  night's  conversation,  as 
one  who  maintained  the  most  extravagant  opinion  that  ever 
entered  into  the  mind  of  man,  to  wit,  that  there  is  no  such 
thing  as  material  substance  in  the  world. 

Phil.  That  there  is  no  such  thing  as  what  Philosophers 
call  material  substance,  I  am  seriously  persuaded  :  but,  if  I 
were  made  to  see  anything  absurd  or  sceptical  in  this,  I 
should  then  have  the  same  reason  to  renounce  this  that  I 
imagine  I  have  now  to  reject  the  contrary  opinion. 

Hyl.  What !  can  anything  be  more  fantastical,  more 
repugnant  to   common   sense,   or  a  more   manifest   piece 
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of  Scepticism,  than  to  believe  there  is  no  such  thing  as 
matter  ? 

Phil.  Softly,  good  Hylas.  What  if  it  should  prove,  that 
you,  who  hold  there  is,  are,  by  virtue  of  that  opinion,  a 
greater  sceptic,  and  maintain  more  paradoxes  and  repug- 
nances to  common  sense,  than  I  who  believe  no  such  thing? 

Hyl.  You  may  as  soon  persuade  me,  the  part  is  greater 
than  the  whole,  as  that,  in  order  to  avoid  absurdity  and 
Scepticism,  I  should  ever  be  obliged  to  give  up  my  opinion 
in  this  point. 

Phil.  Well  then,  are  you  content  to  admit  that  opinion 
for  true,  which,  upon  examination,  shall  appear  most  agree- 
able to  common  sense,  and  remote  from  Scepticism  ? 

Hyl.  With  all  my  heart.  Since  you  are  for  raising  disputes 
about  the  plainest  things  in  nature,  I  am  content  for  once  to 
hear  what  you  have  to  say. 

Phil.  Pray,  Hylas,  what  do  you  mean  by  a  sceptic  ? 

Hyl.  I  mean  what  all  men  mean,  one  that  doubts  of 
everything. 

Phil.  He  then  who  entertains  no  doubt  concerning  some 
particular  point,  with  regard  to  that  point  cannot  be  thought 
a  sceptic. 

Hyl.  I  agree  with  you. 

Phil.  Whether  doth  doubting  consist  in  embracing  the 
affirmative  or  negative  side  of  a  question  ? 

Hyl.  In  neither ;  for  whoever  understands  English  cannot 
but  know  that  doubting  signifies  a  suspense  between  both. 

Phil.  He  then  that  denieth  any  point,  can  no  more  be 
said  to  doubt  of  it,  than  he  who  affirmeth  it  with  the  same 
degree  of  assurance. 

Hyl.  True. 

Phil.  And,  consequently,  for  such  his  denial  is  no  more  to 
be  esteemed  a  sceptic  than  the  other. 

Hyl.  I  acknowledge  it. 

Phil.  How  cometh  it  to  pass  then,  Hylas,  that  you 
pronounce  me  a  sceptic,  because  I  deny  what  you  affirm, 
to  wit,  the  existence  of  Matter  ?  Since,  for  aught  you  can 
tell,  I  am  as  peremptory  in  my  denial,  as  you  in  your 
affirmation. 

Hyl.  Hold,  Philonous,  I  have  been  a  little  out  in  my 
definition ;  but  every  false  step  a  man  makes  in  discourse  is 
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not  to  be  insisted  on.  I  said  indeed  that  a  sceptic  was  one 
who  doubted  of  everything;  but  I  should  have  added,  or 
who  denies  the  reality  and  truth  of  things. 

Phil.  What  things?  Do  you  mean  the  principles  and 
theorems  of  sciences  ?  But  these  you  know  are  universal 
intellectual  notions,  and  consequently  independent  of  Matter; 
the  denial  therefore  of  this  doth  not  imply  the  denying  them. 

Hyl.  I  grant  it.  But  are  there  no  other  things  ?  What 
think  you  of  distrusting  the  senses,  of  denying  the  real 
existence  of  sensible  things,  or  pretending  to  know  nothing 
of  them.  Is  not  this  sufficient  to  denominate  a  man  a 
sceptic  ? 

Phil.  Shall  we  therefore  examine  which  of  us  it  is  that 
denies  the  reality  of  sensible  things,  or  professes  the  greatest 
ignorance  of  them  ;  since,  if  I  take  you  rightly,  he  is  to  be 
esteemed  the  greatest  sceptic  1 

Hyl.  That  is  what  I  desire. 

Phil.  What  mean  you  by  Sensible  Things  ? 

Hyl.  Those  things  which  are  perceived  by  the  senses. 
Can  you  imagine  that  I  mean  anything  else  ? 

Phil.  Pardon  me,  Hylas,  if  I  am  desirous  clearly  to 
apprehend  your  notions,  since  this  may  much  shorten  our 
inquiry.  Suffer  me  then  to  ask  you  this  farther  question. 
Are  those  things  only  perceived  by  the  senses  which  are 
perceived  immediately  ?  Or,  may  those  things  properly  be 
said  to  be  sensible  which  are  perceived  mediately,  or  not 
without  the  intervention  of  others  ? 

Hyl.  I  do  not  sufficiently  understand  you. 

Phil.  In  reading  a  book,  what  I  immediately  perceive  are 
the  letters,  but  mediately,  or  by  means  of  these,  are  suggested 
to  my  mind  the  notions  of  God,  virtue,  truth,  &c.  Now, 
that  the  letters  are  truly  sensible  things,  or  perceived  by 
sense,  there  is  no  doubt :  but  I  would  know  whether  you 
take  the  things  suggested  by  them  to  be  so  too. 

Hyl.  No,  certainly ;  it  were  absurd  to  think  God  or  virtue 
sensible  things,  though  they  may  be  signified  and  suggested 
to  the  mind  by  sensible  marks,  with  which  they  have  an 
arbitrary  connexion. 

Phil.  It  seems  then,  that  by  sensible  things  you  mean 
those  only  which  can  be  perceived  immediately  by  sense  ? 
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Hyl.  Right. 

Phil.  Doth  it  not  follow  from  this,  that  though  I  see  one 
part  of  the  sky  red,  and  another  blue,  and  that  my  reason 
doth  thence  evidently  conclude  there  must  be  some  cause  of 
that  diversity  of  colours,  yet  that  cause  cannot  be  said  to  be 
a  sensible  thing,  or  perceived  by  the  sense  of  seeing  ? 

Hyl.  It  doth. 

Phil.  In  like  manner,  though  I  hear  variety  of  sounds,  yet 
I  cannot  be  said  to  hear  the  causes  of  those  sounds  ? 

Hyl.  You  cannot. 

Phil.  And  when  by  my  touch  I  perceive  a  thing  to  be  hot 
and  heavy,  I  cannot  say,  with  any  truth  or  propriety,  that  I 
feel  the  cause  of  its  heat  or  weight  ? 

Hyl.  To  prevent  any  more  questions  of  this  kind,  I  tell 
you  once  for  all,  that  by  sensible  things  I  mean  those  only 
which  are  perceived  by  sense,  and  that  in  truth  the  senses 
perceive  nothing  which  they  do  not  perceive  immediately : 
for  they  make  no  inferences.  The  deducing  therefore  of 
causes  or  occasions  from  effects  and  appearances,  which  alone 
are  perceived  by  sense,  entirely  relates  to  reason. 

Phil.  This  point  then  is  agreed  between  us — that  sensible 
things  are  those  only  which  are  immediately  perceived  by  sense. 
You  will  farther  inform  me,  whether  we  immediately  perceive 
by  sight  anything  beside  light,  and  colours,  and  figures ;  or 
by  hearing,  anything  but  sounds ;  by  the  palate,  anything 
beside  tastes  ;  by  the  smell,  beside  odours  ;  or  by  the  touch, 
more  than  tangible  qualities. 

Hyl.  We  do  not. 

Phil.  It  seems,  therefore,  that  if  you  take  away  all  sensible 
qualities,  there  remains  nothing  sensible  ? 

Hyl.  I  grant  it. 

Phil.  Sensible  things  therefore  are  nothing  else  but  so 
many  sensible  qualities,  or  combinations  of  sensible 
qualities  ? 

Hyl.  Nothing  else. 

Phil.  Heat  then  is  a  sensible  thing  ? 

Hyl.  Certainly. 

Phil.  Doth  the  reality  of  sensible  things  consist  in  being 
perceived  ?  or,  is  it  something  distinct  from  their  being  per- 
ceived, and  that  bears  no  relation  to  the  mind  ? 

Hyl.  To  exist  is  one  thing,  and  to  he  perceived  is  another. 

1.  x 
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Phil.  I  speak  with  regard  to  sensible  things  only :  and  of 
these  I  ask,  whether  by  their  real  existence  you  mean  a 
subsistence  exterior  to  the  mind,  and  distinct  from  their 
being  perceived  ? 

Hyl.  I  mean  a  real  absolute  being,  distinct  from,  and 
without  any  relation  to  their  being  perceived. 

Phil.  Heat  therefore,  if  it  be  allowed  a  real  being,  must 
exist  without  the  mind  ? 

Hyl.  It  must. 

Phil.  Tell  me,  Hylas,  is  this  real  existence  equally  com- 
patible to  all  degrees  of  heat,  which  we  perceive;  or  is 
there  any  reason  why  we  should  attribute  it  to  some, 
and  deny  it  to  others  ?  and  if  there  be,  pray  let  me  know 
that  reason. 

Hyl.  Whatever  degree  of  heat  we  perceive  by  sense,  we 
may  be  sure  the  same  exists  in  the  object  that  occasions  it. 

Phil.  What !  the  greatest  as  well  as  the  least  ? 

Hyl.  I  tell  you,  the  reason  is  plainly  the  same  in  respect 
of  both  :  they  are  both  perceived  by  sense  ;  nay,  the  greater 
degree  of  heat  is  more  sensibly  perceived ;  and  consequently, 
if  there  is  any  difference,  we  are  more  certain  of  its  real 
existence  than  we  can  be  of  the  reality  of  a  lesser  degree. 

Phil.  But  is  not  the  most  vehement  and  intense  degree  of 
heat  a  very  great  pain  ? 

Hyl.  No  one  can  deny  it. 

Phil.  And  is  any  unperceiving  thing  capable  of  pain  or 
pleasure  ? 

Hyl.  No  certainly. 

Phil.  Is  your  material  substance  a  senseless  being,  or  a 
being  endowed  with  sense  and  perception  ? 

Hyl.  It  is  senseless  without  doubt. 

Phil.  It  cannot  therefore  be  the  subject  of  pain  ? 

Hyl.  By  no  means. 

Phil.  Nor  consequently  of  the  greatest  heat  perceived  by 
sense,  since  you  acknowledge  this  to  be  no  small  pain  ? 

Hyl.  I  grant  it. 

Phil.  What  shall  we  say  then  of  your  external  object ;  is 
it  a  material  Substance,  or  no  ? 

Hyl.  It  is  a  material  substance  with  the  sensible  qualities 
inhering  in  it. 

Phil.  How  then  can  a  great  heat  exist  in  it,  since  you  own 
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it  cannot  in  a  material  substance  ?  I  desire  you  would  clear 
this  point. 

Hyl.  Hold,  Philonous,  I  fear  I  was  out  in  yielding  intense 
heat  to  be  a  pain.  It  should  seem  rather,  that  pain  is 
something  distinct  from  heat,  and  the  consequence  or  effect 
of  it. 

Phil.  Upon  putting  your  hand  near  the  fire,  do  you  per 
ceive  one  simple  uniform  sensation,  or  two  distinct  sen- 
sations ? 

Hyl.  But  one  simple  sensation. 

Phil.  Is  not  the  heat  immediately  perceived  ? 

Hyl.  It  is. 

Phil.  And  the  pain  ? 

Hyl.  True. 

Phil.  Seeing  therefore  they  are  both  immediately  per- 
ceived at  the  same  time,  and  the  fire  affects  you  only  with 
one  simple,  or  uncompounded  idea,  it  follows  that  this  same 
simple  idea  is  both  the  intense  heat  immediately  perceived, 
and  the  pain  ;  and,  consequently,  that  the  intense  heat  im- 
mediately perceived,  is  nothing  distinct  from  a  particular 
sort  of  pain. 

Hyl.  It  seems  so. 

Phil.  Again,  try  in  your  thoughts,  Hylas,  if  you  can  con- 
ceive a  vehement  sensation  to  be  without  pain  or  pleasure. 

Hyl.  I  cannot. 

Phil.  Or  can  you  frame  to  yourself  an  idea  of  sensible 
pain  or  pleasure  in  general,  abstracted  fiom  every  particular 
idea  of  heat,  cold,  tastes,  smells,  &c.  ? 

Hyl.  I  do  not  find  that  I  can. 

Phil.  Doth  it  not  therefore  follow,  that  sensible  pain  is 
nothing  distinct  from  those  sensations  or  ideas,  in  an  in- 
tense degree  ? 

Hyl.  It  is  undeniable  ;  and,  to  speak  the  truth,  I  begin  to 
suspect  a  very  great  heat  cannot  exist  but  in  a  mind  per- 
ceiving it. 

Phil.  What !  are  you  then  in  that  sceptical  state  of  sus- 
pense, between  affirming  and  denying  ? 

Hyl.  I  think  I  may  be  positive  in  the  point.  A  very 
violent  and  painful  heat  cannot  exist  without  the  mind. 

Phil.  It  hath  not  therefore,  according  to  you,  any  real 
being  ? 
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Hyl.  I  own  it. 

Phil.  Is  it  therefore  certain,  that  there  is  no  body  in  nature 
really  hot  ? 

Hyl.  I  have  not  denied  there  is  any  real  heat  in  bodies. 
I  only  say,  there  is  no  such  thing  as  an  intense  real  heat. 

Phil.  But,  did  you  not  say  before  that  all  degrees  of  heat 
were  equally  real ;  or,  if  there  was  any  difference,  that  the 
greater  were  more  undoubtedly  real  than  the  lesser  ? 

Hyl.  True :  but  it  was  because  I  did  not  then  consider 
the  ground  there  is  for  distinguishing  between  them,  which  I 
now  plainly  see.  And  it  is  this : — because  intense  heat  is 
nothing  else  but  a  particular  kind  of  painful  sensation ;  and 
pain  cannot  exist  but  in  a  perceiving  being ;  it  follows  that 
no  intense  heat  can  really  exist  in  an  unperceiving  corporeal 
substance.  But  this  is  no  reason  why  we  should  deny  heat 
in  an  inferior  degree  to  exist  in  such  a  substance. 

Phil.  But  how  shall  we  be  able  to  discern  those  degrees 
of  heat  which  exist  only  in  the  mind  from  those  which  exist 
without  it  ? 

Hyl.  That  is  no  difficult  matter.  You  know  the  least 
pain  cannot  exist  unperceived  ;  whatever,  therefore,  degree 
of  heat  is  a  pain  exists  only  in  the  mind.  But,  as  for  all 
other  degrees  of  heat,  nothing  obliges  us  to  think  the  same 
of  them. 

Phil.  I  think  you  granted  before  that  no  unperceiving 
being  was  capable  of  pleasure,  any  more  than  of  pain. 

Hyl.  I  did. 

Phil.  And  is  not  warmth,  or  a  more  gentle  degree  of  heat 
than  what  causes  uneasiness,  a  pleasure  ? 

Hyl.  What  then? 

Phil.  Consequently,  it  cannot  exist  without  the  mind  in  an 
unperceiving  substance,  or  body. 

Hyl.  So  it  seems. 

Phil.  Since,  therefore,  as  well  those  degrees  of  heat  that 
are  not  painful,  as  those  that  are,  can  exist  only  in  a  thinking 
substance ;  may  we  not  conclude  that  external  bodies  are 
absolutely  incapable  of  any  degree  of  heat  whatsoever? 

Hyl.  On  second  thoughts,  I  do  not  think  it  is  so  evident 
that  warmth  is  a  pleasure,  as  that  a  great  degree  of  heat 
is  a  pain. 

Phil.  I  do  not  pretend  that  warmth  is  as  great  a  pleasure 
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as  heat  is  a  pain.     But,  if  you  grant  it  to  be  even  a  small 
pleasure,  it  serves  to  make  good  my  conclusion. 

Hyl.  I  could  rather  call  it  an  indolence.  It  seems  to  be 
nothing  more  than  a  privation  of  both  pain  and  pleasure. 
And  that  such  a  quality  or  state  as  this  may  agree  to  an  un- 
thinking substance,  I  hope  you  will  not  deny. 

Phil.  If  you  are  resolved  to  maintain  that  warmth,  or  a 
gentle  degree  of  heat,  is  no  pleasure,  I  know  not  how  to  con- 
vince you  otherwise,  than  by  appealing  to  your  own  sense. 
But  what  think  you  of  cold  ? 

Hyl.  The  same  that  I  do  of  heat.  An  intense  degree  of 
cold  is  a  pain ;  for  to  feel  a  very  great  cold,  is  to  perceive 
a  great  uneasiness  :  it  cannot  therefore  exist  without  the 
mind ;  but  a  lesser  degree  of  cold  may,  as  well  as  a  lesser 
degree  of  heat. 

Phil.  Those  bodies,  therefore,  upon  whose  application  to 
our  own,  we  perceive  a  moderate  degree  of  heat,  must  be 
concluded  to  have  a  moderate  degree  of  heat  or  warmth  in 
them ;  and  those,  upon  whose  application  we  feel  a  like 
degree  of  cold,  must  be  thought  to  have  cold  in  them. 

Hyl.  They  must. 

Phil.  Can  any  doctrine  be  true  that  necessarily  leads  a  man 
into  an  absurdity  ? 

Hyl.  Without  doubt  it  cannot. 

Phil.  Is  it  not  an  absurdity  to  think  that  the  same  thing 
should  be  at  the  same  time  both  cold  and  warm  ? 

Hyl.  It  is. 

Phil.  Suppose  now,  one  of  your  hands  hot,  and  the  other 
cold,  and  that  they  are  both  at  once  put  into  the  same  vessel 
of  water,  in  an  intermediate  state  ;  will  not  the  water  seem 
cold  to  one  hand,  and  warm  to  the  other  ? 

Hyl.  It  will. 

Phil.  Ought  we  not  therefore,  by  your  principles,  to  con- 
clude it  is  really  both  cold  and  warm  at  the  same  time,  that 
is,  according  to  your  own  concession,  to  believe  an  absurdity  ? 

Hyl.  I  confess  it  seems-  so. 

Phil.  Consequently,  the  principles  themselves  are  false, 
since  you  have  granted  that  no  true  principle  leads  to  an 
absurdity. 

Hyl.  But,  after  all,  can  anything  be  more  absurd  than  to 
say,  there  is  no  heat  in  the  fir  el 
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Phil.  To  make  the  point  still  clearer ;  tell  me  whether,  in 
two  cases,  exactly  alike,  we  ought  not  to  make  the  same 
judgment  ? 

Hyl.  We  ought. 

Phil.  When  a  pin  pricks  your  finger,  doth  it  not  rend  and 
divide  the  fibres  of  your  flesh  ? 

Hyl.  It  doth. 

Phil.  And  when  a  coal  burns  your  finger,  doth  it  any 
more  ? 

Hyl.  It  doth  not. 

Phil.  Since,  therefore,  you  neither  judge  the  sensation  it- 
self occasioned  by  the  pin,  nor  anything  like  it  to  be  in  the 
pin  ;  you  should  not,  conformably  to  what  you  have  now 
granted,  judge  the  sensation  occasioned  by  the  fire,  or  any- 
thing like  it,  to  be  in  the  fire. 

Hyl.  Well,  since  it  must  be  so,  I  am  content  to  yield  this 
point,  and  acknowledge  that  heat  and  cold  are  only  sensa- 
tions existing  in  our  minds.  But  there  still  remain  qualities 
enough  to  secure  the  reality  of  external  things. 

Phil.  But  what  will  you  say,  Hylas,  if  it  shall  appear  that 
the  case  is  the  same  with  regard  to  all  other  sensible  qualities, 
and  that  they  can  no  more  be  supposed  to  exist  without  the 
mind,  than  heat  and  cold  ? 

Hyl.  Then  indeed  you  will  have  done  something  to  the 
purpose  ;  but  that  is  what  I  despair  of  seeing  proved. 

Phil.  Let  us  examine  them  in  order.  What  think  you  of 
tastes — do  they  exist  without  the  mind,  or  no  ? 

Hyl.  Can  any  man  in  his  senses  doubt  whether  sugar  is 
sweet,  or  wormwood  bitter  ? 

Phil.  Inform  me,  Hylas.  Is  a  sweet  taste  a  particular 
kind  of  pleasure  or  pleasant  sensation,  or  is  it  not  ? 

Hyl.  It  is. 

Phil.  And  is  not  bitterness  some  kind  of  uneasiness  or 
pain  ? 

Hyl.  I  grant  it. 

Phil.  If  therefore  sugar  and  wormwood  are  unthinking 
corporeal  substances  existing  without  the  mind,  how  can 
sweetness  and  bitterness,  that  is,  pleasure  and  pain,  agree  to 
them  ? 

Hyl.  Hold,  Philonous,  I  now  see  what  it  was  deluded  me 
all  this  time.     You  asked  whether  heat  and  cold,  sweetness 
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and  bitterness,  were  not  particular  sorts  of  pleasure  and 
pain  ;  to  which  I  answered  simply,  that  they  were.  Whereas 
I  should  have  thus  distinguished  : — those  qualities,  as  per- 
ceived by  us,  are  pleasures  or  pains ;  but  not  as  existing  in 
the  external  objects.  We  must  not  therefore  conclude  abso- 
lutely, that  there  is  no  heat  in  the  fire,  or  sweetness  in  the 
sugar,  but  only  that  heat  or  sweetness,  as  perceived  by  us, 
are  not  in  the  fire  or  sugar.     What  say  you  to  this  ? 

Phil.  I  say  it  is  nothing  to  the  purpose.  Our  discourse 
proceeded  altogether  concerning  sensible  things,  which  you 
defined  to  be,  the  things  we  immediately  perceive  by  our  senses. 
Whatever  other  qualities,  therefore,  you  speak  of,  as  distinct 
from  these,  I  know  nothing  of  them,  neither  do  they  at  all 
belong  to  the  point  of  dispute.  You  may,  indeed,  pretend 
to  have  discovered  certain  qualities  which  you  do  not  per- 
ceive, and  assert  those  insensible  qualities  exist  in  fire  and 
sugar.  But  what  use  can  be  made  of  this  to  your  present 
purpose,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  conceive.  Tell  me  then  once  more, 
do  you  acknowledge  that  heat  and  cold,  sweetness  and 
bitterness  (meaning  those  qualities  which  are  perceived  by 
the  senses),  do  not  exist  without  the  mind  ? 

Hyl.  I  see  it  is  to  no  purpose  to  hold  out,  so  I  give  up  the 
cause  as  to  those  mentioned  qualities.  Though  I  profess  it 
sounds  oddly,  to  say  that  sugar  is  not  sweet. 

Phil.  But,  for  your  farther  satisfaction,  take  this  along  with 
you  :  that  which  at  other  times  seem  sweet,  shall,  to  a  dis- 
tempered palate,  appear  bitter.  And,  nothing  can  be  plainer 
than  that  divers  persons  perceive  different  tastes  in  the  same 
food  ;  since  that  which  one  man  delights  in,  another  abhors. 
And  how  could  this  be,  if  the  taste  was  something  really  in- 
herent in  the  food  ? 

Hyl.  I  acknowledge  I  know  not  how. 

Phil.  In  the  next  place,  odours  are  to  be  considered.  And, 
with  regard  to  these,  I  would  fain  know  whether  what  has 
been  said  of  tastes  doth  not  exactly  agree  to  them  ?  Are  they 
not  so  many  pleasing  or  displeasing  sensations  ? 

Hyl.  They  are. 

Phil.  Can  you  then  conceive  it  possible  that  they  should 
exist  in  an  unperceiving  thing  ? 

Hyl.  I  cannot. 

Phil.  Or,  can  you  imagine  that  filth  and  ordure  affect  those 
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brute  animals  that  feed  on  them  out  of  choice,  with  the  same 
smells  which  we  perceive  in  them  ? 

Hyl.  By  no  means. 

Phil.  May  we  not  therefore  conclude  of  smells,  as  of  the 
other  forementioned  qualities,  that  they  cannot  exist  in  any 
but  a  perceiving  substance  or  mind. 

Hyl.  I  think  so. 

Phil.  Then  as  to  sounds,  what  must  we  think  of  them  :  are 
they  accidents  really  inherent  in  external  bodies,  or  not  ? 

Hyl.  That  they  inhere  not  in  the  sonorous  bodies  is  plain 
from  hence  ;  because  a  bell  struck  in  the  exhausted  receiver 
of  an  air-pump  sends  forth  no  sound.  The  air,  therefore 
must  be  thought  the  subject  of  sound. 

Phil.  What  reason  is  there  for  that,  Hylas  ? 

Hyl.  Because,  when  any  motion  is  raised  in  the  air,  we 
perceive  a  sound  greater  or  lesser,  according  to  the  air's 
motion  ;  but  without  some  motion  in  the  air,  we  never  hear 
any  sound  at  all. 

Phil.  And  granting  that  we  never  hear  a  sound  but  when 
some  motion  is  produced  in  the  air,  yet  I  do  not  see  how  you 
can  infer  from  thence,  that  the  sound  itself  is  in  the  air. 

Hyl.  It  is  this  very  motion  in  the  external  air  that  produces 
in  the  mind  the  sensation  of  sound.  For,  striking  on  the 
drum  of  the  ear,  it  causeth  a  vibration,  which  by  the  auditory 
nerves  being  communicated  to  the  brain,  the  soul  is  thereupon 
affected  with  the  sensation  called  sound. 

Phil.  What  !  is  sound  then  a  sensation  ? 

Hyl.  I  tell  you,  as  perceived  by  us,  it  is  a  particular  sen- 
sation in  the  mind. 

Phil.  And  can  any  sensation  exist  without  the  mind  ? 

Hyl.  No,  certainly. 

Phil.  How  then  can  sound,  being  a  sensation,  exist  in  the 
air,  if  by  the  air  you  mean  a  senseless  substance  existing 
without  the  mind  ? 

Hyl.  You  must  distinguish,  Philonous,  between  sound  as 
it  is  perceived  by  us,  and  as  it  is  in  itself;  or  (which  is  the 
same  thing)  between  the  sound  we  immediately  perceive,  and 
that  which  exists  without  us.  The  former,  indeed,  is  a  par- 
ticular kind  of  sensation,  but  the  latter  is  merely  a  vibrative 
or  undulatory  motion  in  the  air. 

Phil.  I  thought  I  had  already  obviated  that  distinction,  by 


BETWEEN   HYLAS  AND   PHILONOUS.  313 

the  answer  I  gave  when  you  were  applying  it  in  a  like  case 
before.     But,  to  say  no  more  of  that,  are  you  sure  then  that 
sound  is  really  nothing  but  motion  ? 
Hyl.  I  am. 

Phil.  Whatever  therefore  agrees  to  real  sound,  may  with 
truth  be  attributed  to  motion  ? 
Hyl.  It  may. 

Phil.  It  is  then  good  sense  to  speak  of  motion  as  of  a  thing 
that  is  loud,  sweet,  acute,  or  grave. 

Hyl.  I  see  you  are  resolved  not  to  understand  me.  Is  it 
not  evident  those  accidents  or  modes  belong  only  to  sensible 
sound,  or  sound  in  the  common  acceptation  of  the  word,  but 
not  to  sound  in  the  real  and  philosophic  sense ;  which,  as  I 
just  now  told  you,  is  nothing  but  a  certain  motion  of  the  air  ? 
Phil.  It  seems  then  there  are  two  sorts  of  sound — the  one 
vulgar,  or  that  which  is  heard,  the  other  philosophical  and  real? 
Hyl.  Even  so. 

Phil.  And  the  latter  consists  in  motion  ? 
Hyl.  I  told  you  so  before. 

Phil.  Tell  me,  Hylas,  to  which  of  the  senses,  think  you, 
the  idea  of  motion  belongs  ?  to  the  hearing  ? 
Hyl.  No,  certainly  ;  but  to  the  sight  and  touch. 
Phil.  It  should  follow  then,  that,  according  to  you,  real 
sounds  may  possibly  be&rseen  ox  felt,  but  never  heard. 

Hyl.  Look  you,  Philonous,  you  may,  if  you  please,  make  a 
jest  of  my  opinion,  but  that  will  not  alter  the  truth  of  things. 
I  own,  indeed,  the  inferences  you  draw  me  into,  sound  some- 
thing oddly ;  but  common  language,  you  know,  is  framed  by, 
and  for  the  use  of  the  vulgar  :  we  must  not  therefore  wonder, 
if  expressions  adapted  to  exact  philosophic  notions  seem  un- 
couth and  out  of  the  way. 

Phil.  Is  it  come  to  that  ?  I  assure  you,  I  imagine  myself 
to  have  gained  no  small  point,  since  you  make  so  light  of 
parting  from  common  phrases  and  opinions  ;  it  being  a  main 
part  of  our  inquiry,  to  examine  whose  notions  are  widest  of 
the  common  road,  and  most  repugnant  to  the  general  sense 
of  the  world.  But,  can  you  think  it  no  more  than  a  philo- 
sophical paradox,  to  say  that  real  sounds  are  never  heard,  and 
that  the  idea  of  them  is  obtained  by  some  other  sense  ?  And 
is  there  nothing  in  this  contrary  to  nature  and  the  truth  of 
things?  iffifo  ». 
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Hyl.  To  deal  ingenuously,  I  do  not  like  it.  And,  after  the 
concessions  already  made,  I  had  as  well  grant  that  sounds 
too  have  no  real  being  without  the  mind. 

Phil.  And  I  hope  you  will  make  no  difficulty  to  acknow- 
ledge the  same  of  colours. 

Hyl.  Pardon  me :  the  case  of  colours  is  very  different. 
Can  anything  be  plainer  than  that  we  see  them  on  the  objects  ? 

Phil.  The  objects  you  speak  of  are,  I  suppose,  corporeal 
Substances  existing  without  the  mind  ? 

Hyl.  They  are. 

Phil.  And  have  true  and  real  colours  inhering  in  them  ? 

Hyl.  Each  visible  object  hath  that  colour  which  we  see  in  it. 

Phil.  How  !  is  there  anything  visible  but  what  we  perceive 
by  sight  ? 

Hyl.  There  is  not. 

Phil.  And  do  we  perceive  anything  by  sense  which  we 
do  not  perceive  immediately  ? 

Hyl.  How  often  must  I  be  obliged  to  repeat  the  same 
thing  ?     I  tell  you,  we  do  not. 

Phil.  Have  patience,  good  Hylas  ;  and  tell  me  once  more, 
whether  there  is  anything  immediately  perceived  by  the 
senses,  except  sensible  qualities.  I  know  you  asserted  there 
was  not ;  but  I  would  now  be  informed,  whether  you  still 
persist  in  the  same  opinion. 

Hyl.  I  do. 

Phil.  Pray,  is  your  corporeal  substance  either  a  sensible 
quality,  or  made  up  of  sensible  qualities  ? 

Hyl.  What  a  question  that  is  !  who  ever  thought  it  was  ? 

Phil.  My  reason  for  asking  was,  because  in  saying,  each 
visible  object  hath  that  colour  which  we  see  in  it,  you  make 
visible  objects  to  be  corporeal  substances ;  which  implies 
either  that  corporeal  substances  are  sensible  qualities,  or  else 
that  there  is  something  beside  sensible  qualities  perceived  by 
sight :  but,  as  this  point  was  formerly  agreed  between  us,  and 
is  still  maintained  by  you,  it  is  a  clear  consequence,  that  your 
corporeal  substance  is  nothing  distinct  from  sensible  qualities. 

Hyl.  You  may  draw  as  many  absurd  consequences  as  you 
please,  and  endeavour  to  perplex  the  plainest  things  ;  but  you 
shall  never  persuade  me  out  of  my  senses.  I  clearly  under- 
stand my  own  meaning. 

Phil.  I  wish  you  would  make  me  understand  it  too.    But, 
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since  you  are  unwilling  to  have  your  notion  of  corporeal 
substance  examined,  I  shall  urge  that  point  no  farther.  Only 
be  pleased  to  let  me  know,  whether  the  same  colours  which 
we  see  exist  in  external  bodies,  or  some  other. 

Hyl.  The  very  same. 

Phil.  What !  are  then  the  beautiful  red  and  purple  we  see 
on  yonder  clouds  really  in  them  ?  Or  do  you  imagine  they 
have  in  themselves  any  other  form  than  that  of  a  dark  mist 
or  vapour  ? 

Hyl.  I  must  own,  Philonous,  those  colours  are  not  really 
in  the  clouds  as  they  seem  to  be  at  this  distance.  They  are 
only  apparent  colours. 

Phil.  Apparent  call  you  them  ?  how  shall  we  distinguish 
these  apparent  colours  from  real  ? 

Hyl.  Very  easily.  Those  are  to  be  thought  apparent 
which,  appearing  only  at  a  distance,  vanish  upon  a  nearer 
approach. 

Phil.  And  those,  I  suppose,  are  to  be  thought  real  which 
are  discovered  by  the  most  near  and  exact  survey. 

Hyl.  Right. 

Phil.  Is  the  nearest  and  exactest  survey  made  by  the  help 
of  a  microscope,  or  by  the  naked  eye  ? 

Hyl.  By  a  microscope,  doubtless. 

Phil.  But  a  microscope  often  discovers  colours  in  an 
object  different  from  those  perceived  by  the  unassisted  sight. 
And,  in  case  we  had  microscopes  magnifying  to  any  assigned 
degree,  it  is  certain  that  no  object  whatsoever,  viewed  through 
them,  would  appear  in  the  same  colour  which  it  exhibits  to 
the  naked  eye. 

Hyl.  And  what  will  you  conclude  from  all  this?  You 
cannot  argue  that  there  are  really  and  naturally  no  colours 
on  objects :  because  by  artificial  managements  they  may  be 
altered,  or  made  to  vanish. 

Phil.  I  think  it  may  evidently  be  concluded  from  your 
own  concessions,  that  all  the  colours  we  see  with  our  naked 
eyes  are  only  apparent  as  those  on  the  clouds,  since  they 
vanish  upon  a  more  close  and  accurate  inspection  which  is 
afforded  us  by  a  microscope.  Then,  as  to  what  you  say  by 
way  of  prevention :  I  ask  you  whether  the  real  and  natural 
state  of  an  object  is  better  discovered  by  a  very  sharp  and 
piercing  sight,  or  by  one  which  is  less  sharp  ? 
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Hyl.  By  the  former  without  doubt. 

Phil.  Is  it  not  plain  from  Dioptrics  that  microscopes  make 
the  sight  more  penetrating,  and  represent  objects  as  they 
would  appear  to  the  eye  in  case  it  were  naturally  endowed 
with  a  most  exquisite  sharpness  ? 

Hyl.  It  is. 

Phil.  Consequently  the  microscopical  representation  is  to 
be  thought  that  which  best  sets  forth  the  real  nature  of  the 
thing,  or  what  it  is  in  itself.  The  colours,  therefore,  by  it 
perceived  are  more  genuine  and  real  than  those  perceived 
otherwise. 

Hyl.  I  confess  there  is  something  in  what  you  say. 

Phil.  Besides,  it  is  not  only  possible  but  manifest,  that 
there  actually  are  animals  whose  eyes  are  by  nature  framed 
to  perceive  those  things  which  by  reason  of  their  minuteness 
escape  our  sight.  What  think  you  of  those  inconceivably 
small  animals  perceived  by  glasses  ?  must  we  suppose  they 
are  all  stark  blind  ?  Or,  in  case  they  see,  can  it  be  imagined 
their  sight  hath  not  the  same  use  in  preserving  their  bodies 
from  injuries,  which  appears  in  that  of  all  other  animals  ? 
And  if  it  hath,  is  it  not  evident  they  must  see  particles 
less  than  their  own  bodies,  which  will  present  them  with 
a  far  different  view  in  each  object  from  that  which  strikes 
our  senses?  Even  our  own  eyes  do  not  always  represent 
objects  to  us  after  the  same  manner.  In  the  jaundice 
every  one  knows  that  all  things  seem  yellow.  Is  it  not 
therefore  highly  probable  those  animals  in  whose  eyes  we 
discern  a  very  different  texture  from  that  of  ours,  and  whose 
bodies  abound  with  different  humours,  do  not  see  the 
same  colours  in  every  object  that  we  do  ?  From  all  which, 
should  it  not  seem  to  follow  that  all  colours  are  equally 
apparent,  and  that  none  of  those  which  we  perceive  are 
really  inherent  in  any  outward  object  ? 

Hyl.  It  should. 

Phil.  The  point  will  be  past  all  doubt,  if  you  consider 
that,  in  case  colours  were  real  properties  or  affections  in- 
herent in  external  bodies,  they  could  admit  of  no  alteration 
without  some  change  wrought  in  the  very  bodies  themselves: 
but,  is  it  not  evident  from  what  hath  been  said  that,  upon 
the  use  of  microscopes,  upon  a  change  happening  in  the 
humours  of  the  eye,  or  a  variation  of  distance,  without  any 
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manner  of  real  alteration  in  the  thing  itself,  the  colours  of 
any  object  are  either  changed,  or  totally  disappear?  Nay, 
all  other  circumstances  remaining  the  same,  change  but  the 
situation  of  some  objects,  and  they  shall  present  different 
colours  to  the  eye.  The  same  thing  happens  upon  viewing 
an  object  in  various  degrees  of  light.  And  what  is  more 
known  than  that  the  same  bodies  appear  differently  coloured 
by  candle-light  from  what  they  do  in  the  open  day  ?  Add  to 
these  the  experiment  of  a  prism  which,  separating  the  hetero- 
geneous rays  of  light,  alters  the  colour  of  any  object,  and 
will  cause  the  whitest  to  appear  of  a  deep  blue  or  red  to  the 
naked  eye.  And  now  tell  me  whether  you  are  still  of 
opinion  that  every  body  hath  its  true  real  colour  inhering  in 
it ;  and,  if  you  think  it  hath,  I  would  fain  know  farther  from 
you,  what  certain  distance  and  position  of  the  object,  what 
peculiar  texture  and  formation  of  the  eye,  what  degree  or 
kind  of  light  is  necessary  for  ascertaining  that  true  colour, 
and  distinguishing  it  from  apparent  ones. 

Hyl.  I  own  myself  entirely  satisfied,  that  they  are  all 
equally  apparent,  and  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  colour 
really  inhering  in  external  bodies,  but  that  it  is  altogether  in 
the  light.  And  what  confirms  me  in  this  opinion  is  that  in 
proportion  to  the  light  colours  are  still  more  or  less  vivid"; 
and  if  there  be  no  light,  then  are  there  no  colours  perceived. 
Besides,  allowing  there  are  colours  on  external  objects,  yet, 
how  is  it  possible  for  us  to  perceive  them  ?  For  no  external 
body  affects  the  mind,  unless  it  acts  first  on  our  organs  of 
sense.  But  the  only  action  of  bodies  is  motion  ;  and  motion 
cannot  be  communicated  otherwise  than  by  impulse.  A 
distant  object  therefore  cannot  act  on  the  eye,  nor  con- 
sequently make  itself  or  its  properties  perceivable  to  the  soul. 
Whence  it  plainly  follows  that  it  is  immediately  some  con- 
tiguous substance,  which,  operating  on  the  eye,  occasions  a 
perception  of  colours  :  and  such  is  light. 

Phil.  How  !  is  light  then  a  substance  ? 

Hyl.  I  tell  you,  Philonous,  external  light  is  nothing  but  a 
thin  fluid  substance,  whose  minute  particles  being  agitated 
with  a  brisk  motion,  and  in  various  manners  reflected  from 
the  different  surfaces  of  outward  objects  to  the  eyes,  com- 
municate different  motions  to  the  optic  nerves  ;  which,  being 
propagated  to  the  brain,  cause  therein  various  impressions  ; 
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and  these  are  attended  with  the  sensations  of  red,  blue 
yellow,  &c. 

Phil.  It  seems  then  the  light  doth  no  more  than  shake  the 
optic  nerves. 

Hyl.  Nothing  else. 

Phil.  And,  consequent  to  each  particular  motion  of  the 
nerves,  the  mind  is  affected  with  a  sensation,  which  is  some 
particular  colour. 

Hyl.  Right. 

Phil.  And  these  sensations  have  no  existence  without  the 
mind. 

Hyl.  They  have  not. 

Phil.  How  then  do  you  affirm  that  colours  are  in  the  light; 
since  by  light  you  understand  a  corporeal  substance  external 
to  the  mind  ? 

Hyl.  Light  and  colours,  as  immediately  perceived  by  us,  I 
grant  cannot  exist  without  the  mind.  But,  in  themselves 
they  are  only  the  motions  and  configurations  of  certain 
insensible  particles  of  matter. 

Phil.  Colours  then,  in  the  vulger  sense,  or  taken  for  the 
immediate  objects  of  sight,  cannot  agree  to  any  but  a  per- 
ceiving substance. 

Hyl.  That  is  what  I  say. 

Phil.  Well  then,  since  you  give  up  the  point  as  to  those 
sensible  qualities  which  are  alone  thought  colours  by  all 
mankind  beside,  you  may  hold  what  you  please  with  regard 
to  those  invisible  ones  of  the  philosophers.  It  is  not  my 
business  to  dispute  about  them ;  only  I  would  advise  you  to 
bethink  yourself,  whether,  considering  the  inquiry  we  are 
upon,  it  be  prudent  for  you  to  affirm— the  red  and  blue  7vhich 
we  see  are  not  real  colours,  but  certain  unknown  motions  and 
figures,  which  no  man  ever  did  or  can  see,  are  truly  so.  Are 
not  these  shocking  notions,  and  are  not  they  subject  to  as 
many  ridiculous  inferences,  as  those  you  were  obliged  to 
renounce  before  in  the  case  of  sounds  ? 

Hyl.  I  frankly  own,  Philonous,  that  it  is  in  vain  to  stand 
out  any  longer.  Colours,  sounds,  tastes,  in  a  word  all  those 
termed  secondary  qualities,  have  certainly  no  existence  with- 
out the  mind.  But,  by  this  acknowledgment  I  must  not  be 
supposed  to  derogate  anything  from  the  reality  of  Matter  or 
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external  objects ;  seeing  it  is  no  more  than  several  philoso- 
phers maintain,  who  nevertheless  are  the  farthest  imaginable 
from  denying  Matter.  For  the  clearer  understanding  of  this, 
you  must  know  sensible  qualities  are  by  philosophers  divided 
into  primary  and  secondary.  The  former  are  Extension, 
Figure,  Solidity,  Gravity,  Motion,  and  Rest.  And  these  they 
hold  exist  really  in  bodies.  The  latter  are  those  above 
enumerated;  or,  briefly,  all  sensible  qualities  beside  the 
Primary,  which  they  assert  are  only  so  many  sensations 
or  ideas  existing  nowhere  but  in  the  mind.  But  all  this,  I 
doubt  not,  you  are  apprised  of.  For  my  part,  I  have  been 
a  long  time  sensible  there  was  such  an  opinion  current 
among  philosophers,  but  was  never  thoroughly  convinced  of 
its  truth  until  now. 

Phil.  You  are  still  then  of  opinion  that  extension  and 
figures  are  inherent  in  external  unthinking  substances  ? 

Hyl.  I  am. 

Phil.  But  what  if  the  same  arguments  which  are  brought 
against  Secondary  Qualities  will  hold  good  against  these  also? 

Hyl.  Why  then  I  shall  be  obliged  to  think,  they  too  exist 
only  in  the  mind. 

Phil.  Is  it  your  opinion  the  very  figure  and  extension 
which  you  perceive  by  sense  exist  in  the  outward  object  or 
material  substance  ? 

Hyl.  It  is. 

Phil.  Have  all  other  animals  as  good  grounds  to  think 
the  same  of  the  figure  and  extension  which  they  see  and 
feel? 

Hyl.  Without  doubt,  if  they  have  any  thought  at  all. 

Phil.  Answer  me,  Hylas.  Think  you  the  senses  were  be- 
stowed upon  all  animals  for  their  preservation  and  well- 
being  in  life?  or  were  they  given  to  men  alone  for  this 
end? 

Hyl.  I  make  no  question  but  they  have  the  same  use  in 
all  other  animals. 

Phil.  If  so,  is  it  not  necessary  they  should  be  enabled  by 
them  to  perceive  their  own  limbs,  and  those  bodies  which 
are  capable  of  harming  them  ? 

Hyl.  Certainly. 

Phil.  A  mite  therefore  must  be  supposed  to  see  his  own 
foot,  and  things  equal  or  even  less  than  it,  as  bodies  of  some 
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considerable  dimension ;  though  at  the  same  time  they 
appear  to  you  scarce  discernible,  or  at  best  as  so  many 
visible  points  ? 

Hyl.  I  cannot  deny  it. 

Phil.  And  to  creatures  less  than  the  mite  they  will  seem 
yet  larger  ? 

Hyl.  They  will. 

Phil.  Insomuch  that  what  you  can  hardly  discern  will  to 
another  extremely  minute  animal  appear  as  some  huge 
mountain  ? 

Hyl.  All  this  I  grant. 

Phil.  Can  one  and  the  same  thing  be  at  the  same  time  in 
itself  of  different  dimensions  ? 

Hyl.  That  were  absurd  to  imagine. 

Phil.  But,  from  what  you  have  laid  down  it  follows  that 
both  the  extension  by  you  perceived,  and  that  perceived  by 
the  mite  itself,  as  likewise  all  those  perceived  by  lesser 
animals,  are  each  of  them  the  true  extension  of  the  mite's 
foot ;  that  is  to  say,  by  your  own  principles  you  are  led  into 
an  absurdity. 

Hyl.  There  seems  to  be  some  difficulty  in  the  point. 

Phil.  Again,  have  you  not  acknowledged  that  no  real 
inherent  property  of  any  object  can  be  changed  without  some 
change  in  the  thing  itself? 

Hyl.  I  have. 

Phil.  But,  as  we  approach  to  or  recede  from  an  object,  the 
visible  extension  varies,  being  at  one  distance  ten  or  a 
hundred  times  greater  than  at  another.  Doth  it  not  there- 
fore follow  from  hence  likewise  that  it  is  not  really  inherent 
in  the  object  ? 

Hyl.  I  own  I  am  at  a  loss  what  to  think  ? 

Phil.  Your  judgment  will  soon  be  determined,  if  you 
will  venture  to  think  as  freely  concerning  this  quality  as  you 
have  done  concerning  the  rest.  Was  it  not  admitted  as  a 
good  argument,  that  neither  heat  nor  cold  was  in  the  water, 
because  it  seemed  warm  to  one  hand  and  cold  to  the  other  ? 

Hyl.  It  was. 

Phil.  Is  it  not  the  very  same  reasoning  to  conclude,  there 
is  no  extension  or  figure  in  an  object,  because  to  one  eye  it 
shall  seem  little,  smooth,  and  round,  when  at  the  same  time 
it  appears  to  the  other,  great,  uneven,  and  angular  ? 
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Hyl.  The  very  same.  But  does  this  latter  fact  ever 
happen  ? 

Phil.  You  may  at  any  time  make  the  experiment,  by 
looking  with  one  eye  bare,  and  with  the  other  through  a 
microscope. 

Hyl.  I  know  not  how  to  maintain  it,  and  yet  I  am  loath 
to  give  up  extension,  I  see  so  many  odd  consequences  follow- 
ing upon  such  a  concession. 

Phil.  Odd,  say  you  ?  After  the  concessions  already  made, 
I  hope  you  will  stick  at  nothing  for  its  oddness.1  But,  on 
the  other  hand,  should  it  not  seem  very  odd,  if  the  general 
reasoning  which  includes  all  other  sensible  qualities  did  not 
also  include  extension  ?  If  it  be  allowed  that  no  idea  nor 
anything  like  an  idea  can  exist  in  an  unperceiving  substance, 
then  surely  it  follows  that  no  figure  or  mode  of  extension, 
which  we  can  either  perceive  or  imagine,  or  have  any  idea 
of,  can  be  really  inherent  in  Matter ;  not  to  mention  the 
peculiar  difficulty  there  must  be  in  conceiving  a  material  sub- 
stance, prior  to  and  distinct  from  extension,  to  be  the  sub- 
stratum of  extension.  Be  the  sensible  quality  what  it  will — 
figure,  or  sound,  or  colour ;  it  seems  alike  impossible  it 
should  subsist  in  that  which  doth  not  perceive  it. 

Hyl.  I  give  up  the  point  for  the  present,  reserving  still  a 
right  to  retract  my  opinion,  in  case  I  shall  hereafter  discover 
any  false  step  in  my  progress  to  it. 

Phil.  That  is  a  right  you  cannot  be  denied.  Figures  and 
extension  being  despatched,  we  proceed  next  to  motion. 
Can  a  real  motion  in  any  external  body  be  at  the  same  time 
both  very  swift  and  very  slow  ? 

Hyl.  It  cannot. 

Phil.  Is  not  the  motion  of  a  body  swift  in  a  reciprocal 
proportion  to  the  time  it  takes  up  in  describing  any  given 
space?  Thus  a  body  that  describes  a  mile  in  an  hour  moves 
three  times  faster  than  it  would  in  case  it  described  only  a 
mile  in  three  hours. 

Hyl.  I  agree  with  you. 

Phil.  And  is  not  time  measured  by  the  succession  of  ideas 
in  our  minds  ? 

Hyl.  It  is. 

1  This  speech  ofPhilonous  ended  here  in  the  first  and  second  editions. 
I.  Y 
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Phil.  And  is  it  not  possible  ideas  should  succeed  one 
another  twice  as  fast  in  your  mind  as  they  do  in  mine,  or  in 
that  of  some  spirit  of  another  kind  ? 

Hyl.  I  own  it. 

Phil.  Consequently,  the  same  body  may  to  another  seem 
to  perform  its  motion  over  any  space  in  half  the  time  that  it 
doth  to  you.  And  the  same  reasoning  will  hold  as  to  any 
other  proportion  :  that  is  to  say,  according  to  your  principles 
(since  the  motions  perceived  are  both  really  in  the  object)  it 
is  possible  one  and  the  same  body  shall  be  really  moved  the 
same  way  at  once,  both  very  swift  and  very  slow.  How  is 
this  consistent  either  with  common  sense,  or  with  what  you 
just  now  granted  ? 

Hyl.  I  have  nothing  to  say  to  it. 

Phil.  Then  as  for  solidity ;  either  you  do  not  mean  any 
sensible  quality  by  that  word,  and  so  it  is  beside  our  inquiry: 
or  if  you  do,  it  must  be  either  hardness  or  resistance.  But 
both  the  one  and  the  other  are  plainly  relative  to  our  senses  : 
it  being  evident  that  what  seems  hard  to  one  animal  may 
appear  soft  to  another,  who  hath  greater  force  and  firmness 
of  limbs.  Nor  is  it  less  plain  that  the  resistance  I  feel  is 
not  in  the  body. 

Hyl.  I  own  the  very  sensation  of  resistance,  which  is  all 
you  immediately  perceive,  is  not  in  the  body ;  but  the  cause 
of  that  sensation  is. 

Phil.  But  the  causes  of  our  sensations  are  not  things 
immediately  perceived,  and  therefore  not  sensible.  This 
point  I  thought  had  been  already  determined. 

Hyl.  I  own  it  was ;  but  you  will  pardon  me  if  I  seem 
a  little  embarrassed :  I  know  not  how  to  quit  my  old 
notions. 

Phil.  To  help  you  out,  do  but  consider  that  if  extension 
be  once  acknowledged  to  have  no  existence  without  the 
mind,  the  same  must  necessarily  be  granted  of  motion,  soli- 
dity, and  gravity — since  they  all  evidently  suppose  extension. 
It  is  therefore  superfluous  to  inquire  particularly  concerning 
each  of  them.  In  denying  extension,  you  have  denied  them 
all  to  have  any  real  existence. 

Hyl.  I  wonder,  Philonous,  if  what  you  say  be  true,  why 
those  philosophers  who  deny  the  Secondary  Qualities  any 
real  existence,  should  yet  attribute  it  to  the  Primary.     If 
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there  is  no  difference  between  them,  how  can  this  be  ac- 
counted for  ? 

Phil.  It  is  not  my  business  to  account  for  every  opinion 
of  the  philosophers.  But,  among  other  reasons  which  may 
be  assigned  for  this,  it  seems  probable  that  pleasure  and  pain 
being  rather  annexed  to  the  former  than  the  latter  may  be 
one.  Heat  and  cold,  tastes  and  smells,  have  something 
more  vividly  pleasing  or  disagreeable  than  the  ideas  of 
extension,  figure,  and  motion  affect  us  with.  And,  it  being 
too  visibly  absurd  to  hold  that  pain  or  pleasure  can  be  in  an 
unperceiving  Substance,  men  are  more  easily  weaned  from 
believing  the  external  existence  of  the  Secondary  than  the 
Primary  Qualities.  You  will  be  satisfied  there  is  something  U 
in  this,  if  you  recollect  the  difference  you  made  between  an 
intense  and  more  moderate  degree  of  heat ;  allowing  the  one 
a  real  existence,  while  you  denied  it  to  the  other.  But,  after 
all,  there  is  no  rational  ground  for  that  distinction ;  for, 
surely  an  indifferent  sensation  is  as  truly  a  sensation  as  one 
more  pleasing  or  painful ;  and  consequently  should  not  any 
more  than  they  be  supposed  to  exist  in  an  unthinking 
subject. 

Hyl.  It  is  just  come  into  my  head,  Philonous,  that  I  have 
somewhere  heard  of  a  distinction  between  absolute  and  sen- 
sible extension.  Now,  though  it  be  acknowledged  that  great 
and  small,  consisting  merely  in  the  relation  which  other  ex- 
tended beings  have  to  the  parts  of  our  own  bodies,  do  not 
really  inhere  in  the  Substances  themselves ;  yet  nothing 
obliges  us  to  hold  the  same  with  regard  to  absolute  extension, 
which  is  something  abstracted  from  great  and  small,  from 
this  or  that  particular  magnitude  or  figure.  So  likewise  as  to 
motion ;  swift  and  slow  are  altogether  relative  to  the  succes- 
sion of  ideas  in  our  own  minds.  But,  it  doth  not  follow, 
because  those  modifications  of  motion  exist  not  without  the 
mind,  that  therefore  absolute  motion  abstracted  from  them 
doth  not. 

Phil.  Pray  what  is  it  that  distinguishes  one  motion,  or  one 
part  of  extension,  from  another  ?  Is  it  not  something  sen- 
sible, as  some  degree  of  swiftness  or  slowness,  some  certain 
magnitude  or  figure  peculiar  to  each  ? 

Hyl.  I  think  so. 

Phil.  These  qualities,  therefore,  stripped  of  all  sensible 
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properties,  are  without  all  specific  and  numerical  differences, 
as  the  schools  call  them. 

Hyl.  They  are. 

Phil.  That  is  to  say,  they  are  extension  in  general,  and 
motion  in  general. 

Hyl.  Let  it  be  so. 

Phil.  But  it  is  a  universally  received  maxim  that  Every- 
thing which  exists  is  particular.  How  then  can  motion  in 
general,  or  extension  in  general,  exist  in  any  corporeal  Sub- 
stance ? 

Hyl.  I  will  take  time  to  solve  your  difficulty. 

Phil.  But  I  think  the  point  may  be  speedily  decided. 
Without  doubt  you  can  tell  whether  you  are  able  to  frame 
this  or  that  idea.  Now  I  am  content  to  put  our  dispute  on 
this  issue.  If  you  can  frame  in  your  thoughts  a  distinct 
abstract  idea  of  motion  or  extension  ;  divested  of  all  those 
sensible  modes,  as  swift  and  slow,  great  and  small,  round 
and  square,  and  the  like,  which  are  acknowledged  to  exist 
only  in  the  mind,  I  will  then  yield  the  point  you  contend 
for.  But,  if  you  cannot,  it  will  be  unreasonable  on  your 
side  to  insist  any  longer  upon  what  you  have  no  notion  of. 

Hyl.  To  confess  ingenuously,  I  cannot. 

Phil.  Can  you  even  separate  the  ideas  of  extension  and 
motion  from  the  ideas  of  all  those  qualities  which  they  who 
make  the  distinction  term  secondary  1 

Hyl.  What  !  is  it  not  an  easy  matter  to  consider  exten- 
sion and  motion  by  themselves,  abstracted  from  all  other 
sensible  qualities  ?  Pray  how  do  the  mathematicians  treat  of 
them? 

Phil.  I  acknowledge,  Hylas,  it  is  not  difficult  to  form 
general  propositions  and  reasonings  about  those  qualities, 
without  mentioning  any  other;  and,  in  this  sense,  to  consider 
or  treat  of  them  abstractedly.  But,  how  doth  it  follow  that, 
because  I  can  pronounce  that  word  motion  by  itself,  I  can 
form  the  idea  of  it  in  my  mind  exclusive  of  body  ?  Or, 
because  theorems  may  be  made  of  extension  and  figures, 
without  any  mention  of  great  or  small,  or  any  other  sensible 
mode  or  quality,  that  therefore  it  is  possible  such  an  abstract 
idea  of  extension,  without  any  particular  size  or  figure,  or 
sensible  quality,  should  be  distinctly  formed,  and  appre- 
hended by  the  mind?     Mathematicians  treat  of  quantity, 
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without  regarding  what  other  sensible  qualities  it  is  attended 
with,  as  being  altogether  indifferent  to  their  demonstrations. 
But,  when  laying  aside  the  words,  they  contemplate  the  bare 
ideas,  I  believe  you  will  find,  they  are  not  the  pure  abstracted 
ideas  of  extension. 

Hyl.  But  what  say  you  to  pure  intellect  ?  May  not  ab- 
stracted idea  be  framed  by  that  faculty  ? 

Phil.  Since  I  cannot  frame  abstract  ideas  at  all,  it  is  plain 
I  cannot  frame  them  by  the  help  of  pure  intellect ;  what- 
soever faculty  you  understand  by  those  words.  Besides,  not 
to  inquire  into  the  nature  of  pure  intellect  and  its  spiritual 
objects,  as  virtue,  reason,  God,  or  the  like,  thus  much  seems 
manifest,  that  sensible  things  are  only  to  be  perceived  by 
sense,  or  represented  by  the  imagination.  Figures,  therefore, 
and  extension,  being  originally  perceived  by  sense,  do  not 
belong  to  pure  intellect :  but,  for  your  farther  satisfaction, 
try  if  you  can  frame  the  idea  of  any  figure,  abstracted 
from  all  particularities  of  size,  or  even  from  other  sensible 
qualities. 

Hyl.  Let  me  think  a  little 1  do  not  find  that  I  can. 

Phil.  And  can  you  think  it  possible  that  should  really 
exist  in  nature  which  implies  a  repugnancy  in  its  con- 
ception ? 

Hyl.  By  no  means. 

Phil.  Since  therefore  it  is  impossible  even  for  the  mind  to 
disunite  the  ideas  of  extension  and  motion  from  all  other 
sensible  qualities,  doth  it  not  follow,  that  where  the  one  exist 
there  necessarily  the  other  exist  likewise? 

Hyl.  It  should  seem  so. 

Phil.  Consequently,  the  very  same  arguments  which  you 
admitted  as  conclusive  against  the  Secondary  Qualities  are, 
without  any  farther  application  of  force,  against  the  Primary 
too.  Besides,  if  you  will  trust  your  senses,  is  it  not  plain  all 
sensible  qualities  coexist,  or  to  them  appear  as  being  in 
the  same  place?  Do  they  ever  represent  a  motion,  or 
figure,  as  being  divested  of  all  other  visible  and  tangible 
qualities  ? 

Hyl.  You  need  say  no  more  on  this  head.  I  am  free  to 
own,  if  there  be  no  secret  error  or  oversight  in  our  proceed- 
ings hitherto,  that  all  sensible  qualities  are  alike  to  be 
denied  existence  without  the  mind.     But,  my  fear  is  that 
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I  have  been  too  liberal  in  my  former  concessions,  or  over- 
looked some  fallacy  or  other.  In  short,  I  did  not  take  time 
to  think. 

Phil.  For  that  matter,  Hylas,  you  may  take  what  time 
you  please  in  reviewing  the  progress  of  our  inquiry,  You 
are  at  liberty  to  recover  any  slips  you  might  have  made, 
or  offer  whatever  you  have  omitted  which  makes  for  your 
first  opinion. 

Hyl.  One  great  oversight  I  take  to  be  this — that  I  did  not 
sufficiently  distinguish  the  object  from  the  sensation.  Now, 
though  this  latter  may  not  exist  without  the  mind,  yet  it  will 
not  thence  follow  that  the  former  cannot. 

Phil.  What  object  do  you  mean?  The  object  of  the 
senses  ? 

Hyl.  The  same. 

Phil.  It  is  then  immediately  perceived  ? 

Hyl.  Right. 

Phil.  Make  me  to  understand  the  difference  between  what 
is  immediately  perceived,  and  a  sensation. 

Hyl.  The  sensation  I  take  to .  be  an  act  of  the  mind  per- 
ceiving ;  besides  which,  there  is  something  perceived  ;  and 
this  I  call  the  object.  For  example,  there  is  red  and  yellow 
on  that  tulip.  But  then  the  act  of  perceiving  those  colours 
is  in  me  only,  and  not  in  the  tulip. 

Phil.  What  tulip  do  you  speak  of  ?  Is  it  that  which  you 
see? 

Hyl.  The  same. 

Phil.  And  what  do  you  see  besides  colour,  figure,  and  ex- 
tension ? 

Hyl.  Nothing. 

Phil.  What  you  would  say  then  is  that  the  red  and  yellow 
are  coexistent  with  the  extension ;  is  it  not  ? 

Hyl.  That  is  not  all ;  I  would  say  they  have  a  real  exist- 
ence without  the  mind,  in  some  unthinking  substance. 

Phil.  That  the  colours  are  really  in  the  tulip  which  I  see 
is  manifest.  Neither  can  it  be  denied  that  this  tulip  may 
exist  independent  of  your  mind  or  mine ;  but,  that  any  im- 
mediate object  of  the  senses — that  is,  any  idea,  or  combina- 
tion of  ideas — should  exist  in  an  unthinking  substance,  or 
exterior  to  all  minds,  is  in  itself  an  evident  contradiction. 
Nor  can  I  imagine  how  this  follows  from  what  you  said  just 
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now,  to  wit,  that  the  red  and  yellow  were  on  the  tulip 
you  saw,  since  you  do  not  pretend  to  see  that  unthinking 
substance. 

Hyl.  You  have  an  artful  way,  Philonous,  of  diverting  our 
inquiry  from  the  subject. 

Phil.  I  see  you  have  no  mind  to  be  pressed  that  way. 
To  return  then  to  your  distinction  between  sensation  and 
object;  if  I  take  you  right,  you  distinguish  in  every  percep- 
tion two  things,  the  one  an  action  of  the  mind,  the  other 
not. 

Hyl.  True. 

Phil.  And  this  action  cannot  exist  in,  or  belong  to,  any 
unthinking  thing ;  but,  whatever  beside  is  implied  in  a  per- 
ception may  ? 

Hyl.  That  is  my  meaning. 

Phil.  So  that  if  there  was  a  perception  without  any  act  of 
the  mind,  it  were  possible  such  a  perception  should  exist  in 
an  unthinking  substance  ? 

Hyl.  I  grant  it.  But  it  is  impossible  there  should  be 
such  a  perception. 

Phil.  When  is  the  mind  said  to  be  active  ? 

Hyl.  When  it  produces,  puts  an  end  to,  or  changes,  any- 
thing. 

Phil.  Can  the  mind  produce,  discontinue,  or  change  any- 
thing, but  by  an  act  of  the  will  ? 

Hyl.  It  cannot. 

Phil.  The  mind  therefore  is  to  be  accounted  active  in  its 
perceptions  so  far  forth  as  volition  is  included  in  them  ? 

Hyl.  It  is. 

Phil.  In  plucking  this  flower  I  am  active ;  because  I  do 
it  by  the  motion  of  my  hand,  which  was  consequent  upon 
my  volition  ;  so  likewise  in  applying  it  to  my  nose.  But  is 
either  of  these  smelling  ? 

Hyl.  No. 

Phil.  I  act  too  in  drawing  the  air  through  my  nose ;  be- 
cause my  breathing  so  rather  than  otherwise  is  the  effect  of 
my  volition.  But  neither  can  this  be  called  smelling:  for, 
if  it  were,  I  should  smell  every  time  I  breathed  in  that 
manner  ? 

Hyl.  True. 

Phil.  Smelling  then  is  somewhat  consequent  to  all  this  ? 
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Ilyl.  It  is. 

Phil.  But  I  do  not  find  my  will  concerned  any  farther. 
Whatever  more  there  is — as  that  I  perceive  such  a  particular 
smell,  or  any  smell  at  all — this  is  independent  of  my  will, 
and  therein  I  am  altogether  passive.  Do  you  find  it  other- 
wise with  you,  Hylas  ? 

Hyl.  No,  the  very  same. 

Phil.  Then,  as  to  seeing,  is  it  not  in  your  power  to  open 
your  eyes,  or  keep  them  shut;  to  turn  them  this  or  that 
way  ? 

Hyl.  Without  doubt. 

Phil.  But,  doth  it  in  like  manner  depend  on  your  will 
that  in  looking  on  this  flower  you  perceive  white  rather  than 
any  other  colour  ?  Or,  directing  your  open  eyes  towards 
yonder  part  of  the  heaven,  can  you  avoid  seeing  the  sun  ? 
Or  is  light  or  darkness  the  effect  of  your  volition  ? 

Hyl.  No  certainly. 

Phil.  You  are  then  in  these  respects  altogether  passive  ? 

Hyl.  I  am. 

Phil.  Tell  me  now,  whether  seeing  consists  in  perceiving 
light  and  colours,  or  in  opening  and  turning  the  eyes  ? 

Hyl.  Without  doubt,  in  the  former. 

Phil.  Since  therefore  you  are  in  the  very  perception  of 
light  and  colours  altogether  passive,  what  is  become  of  that 
action  you  were  speaking  of  as  an  ingredient  in  every  sensa- 
tion ?  And,  doth  it  not  follow  from  your  own  concessions, 
that  the  perception  of  light  and  colours,  including  no  action 
in  it,  may  exist  in  an  unperceiving  substance?  And  is  not 
this  a  plain  contradiction  ? 

Hyl.  I  know  not  what  to  think  of  it. 

Phil.  Besides,  since  you  distinguish  the  active  and  passive 
in  every  perception,  you  must  do  it  in  that  of  pain.  But 
how  is  it  possible  that  pain,  be  it  as  little  active  as  you  please, 
should  exist  in  an  unperceiving  substance?  In  short,  do 
but  consider  the  point,  and  then  confess  ingenuously,  whether 
light  and  colours,  tastes,  sounds,  &c,  are  not  all  equally 
passions  or  sensations  in  the  soul.  You  may  indeed  call 
them  external  objects,  and  give  them  in  words  what  subsist- 
ence you  please.  But,  examine  your  own  thoughts,  and 
then  tell  me  whether  it  be  not  as  I  say  ? 

Hyl.  I  acknowledge,  Philonous,  that,  upon  a  fair  observa- 
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tion  of  what  passes  in  my  mind,  I  can  discover  nothing  else 
but  that  I  am  a  thinking  being,  affected  with  variety  of  sen- 
sations ;  neither  is  it  possible  to  conceive  how  a  sensation 
should  exist  in  an  unperceiving  substance.  But  then,  on 
the  other  hand,  when  I  look  on  sensible  things  in  a  different 
view,  considering  them  as  so  many  modes  and  qualities,  I 
find  it  necessary  to  suppose  a  material  substratum,  without 
which  they  cannot  be  conceived  to  exist. 

Phil.  Material  substratum  call  you  it?  Pray,  by  which 
of  your  senses  came  you  acquainted  with  that  being  ? 

Hyl.  It  is  not  itself  sensible  ;  its  modes  and  qualities  only 
being  perceived  by  the  senses. 

Phil.  I  presume  then  it  was  by  reflexion  and  reason  you 
obtained  the  idea  of  it  ? 

Hyl.  I  do  not  pretend  to  any  proper  positive  idea  of  it. 
However,  I  conclude  it  exists,  because  qualities  cannot  be 
conceived  to  exist  without  a  support. 

Phil.  It  seems  then  you  have  only  a  relative  notion  of  it, 
or  that  you  conceive  it  not  otherwise  than  by  conceiving  the 
relation  it  bears  to  sensible  qualities  ? 

Hyl.  Right. 

Phil.  Be  pleased  therefore  to  let  me  know  wherein  that 
relation  consists. 

Hyl.  Is  it  not  sufficiently  expressed  in  the  term  substratum 
or  substance  ? 

Phil.  If  so,  the  word  substratum  should  import  that  it  is 
spread  under  the  sensible  qualities  or  accidents  ? 

Hyl.  True. 

Phil.  And  consequently  under  extension  ? 

Hyl.  I  own  it. 

Phil.  It  is  therefore  somewhat  in  its  own  nature  entirely 
distinct  from  extension  ? 

Hyl.  I  tell  you,  extension  is  only  a  mode,  and  Matter  is 
something  that  supports  modes.  And  is  it  not  evident  the 
thing  supported  is  different  from  the  thing  supporting  ? 

Phil.  So  that  something  distinct  from,  and  exclusive  of, 
extension  is  supposed  to  be  the  substratum  of  extension  ? 

Hyl.  Just  so. 

Phil.  Answer  me,  Hylas.  Can  a  thing  be  spread  without 
extension  ?  or  is  not  the  idea  of  extension  necessarily  in- 
cluded in  spreading] 
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Hyl.  It  is. 

Phil.  Whatsoever  therefore  you  suppose  spread  under 
anything  must  have  in  itself  an  extension  distinct  from  the 
extension  of  that  thing  under  which  it  is  spread  ? 

Hyl.  It  must. 

Phil.  Consequently,  every  corporeal  substance  being  the 
substratum  of  extension  must  have  in  itself  another  extension, 
by  which  it  is  qualified  to  be  a  substratum :  and  so  on  to  in- 
finity ?  And  I  ask  whether  this  be  not  absurd  in  itself,  and 
repugnant  to  what  you  granted  just  now,  to  wit,  that  the 
substratum  was  something  distinct  from  and  exclusive  of 
extension  ? 

Hyl.  Aye,  but,  Philonous,  you  take  me  wrong.  I  do  not 
mean  that  Matter  is  spread  in  a  gross  literal  sense  under  ex- 
tension. The  word  substratum  is  used  only  to  express  in 
general  the  same  thing  with  substance. 

Phil.  Well  then,  let  us  examine  the  relation  implied  in 
the  term  substance.     Is  it  not  that  it  stands  under  accidents  ? 

Hyl.  The  very  same. 

Phil.  But,  that  one  thing  may  stand  under  or  support 
another,  must  it  not  be  extended? 

Hyl.  It  must. 

Phil.  Is  not  therefore  this  supposition  liable  to  the  same 
absurdity  with  the  former  ? 

Hyl.  You  still  take  things  in  a  strict  literal  sense  ;  that  is 
not  fair,  Philonous. 

Phil.  I  am  not  for  imposing  any  sense  on  your  words  : 
you  are  at  liberty  to  explain  them  as  you  please.  Only,  I 
beseech  you,  make  me  understand  something  by  them. 
You  tell  me  Matter  supports  or  stands  under  accidents. 
How !  is  it  as  your  legs  support  your  body  ? 

Hyl.  No ;  that  is  the  literal  sense. 

Phil.  Pray  let  me  know  any  sense,  literal  or  not  literal, 
that  you  understand  it  in.  .  .  .  How  long  must  I  wait  for  an 
answer,  Hylas  1 

Hyl.  I  declare  I  know  not  what  to  say.  I  once  thought 
I  understood  well  enough  what  was  meant  by  Matter's  sup- 
porting accidents.  But  now,  the  more  I  think  on  it  the  less 
can  I  comprehend  it ;  in  short  I  find  that  I  know  nothing 
of  it. 

Phil.  It  seems  then  you  have  no  idea  at  all,  neither  rela- 
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tive  nor  positive,  of  Matter ;  you  know  neither  what  it  is  in 
itself,  nor  what  relation  it  bears  to  accidents  ? 

Hyl.  I  acknowledge  it. 

Phil.  And  yet  you  asserted  that  you  could  not  conceive 
how  qualities  or  accidents  should  really  exist,  without  con- 
ceiving at  the  same  time  a  material  support  of  them  ? 

Hyl.  I  did. 

Phil.  That  is  to  say,  when  you  conceive  the  real  existence 
of  qualities,  you  do  withal  conceive  something  which  you 
cannot  conceive  ? 

Hyl.  It  was  wrong  I  own.  But  still  I  fear  there  is  some 
fallacy  or  other.  Pray  what  think  you  of  this  ?  It  is  just 
come  into  my  head  that  the  ground  of  all  our  mistake  lies 
in  your  treating  of  each  quality  by  itself.  Now,  I  grant  that 
each  quality  cannot  singly  subsist  without  the  mind.  Colour 
cannot  without  extension,  neither  can  figure  without  some 
other  sensible  quality.  But,  as  the  several  qualities  united 
or  blended  together  form  entire  sensible  things,  nothing 
hinders  why  such  things  may  not  be  supposed  to  exist 
without  the  mind. 

Phil.  Either,  Hylas,  you  are  jesting,  or  have  a  very  bad 
memory.  Though  indeed  we  went  through  all  the  qualities 
by  name  one  after  another ;  yet  my  arguments,  or  rather 
your  concessions,  nowhere  tended  to  prove  that  the  Secondary 
Qualities  did  not  subsist  each  alone  by  itself;  but,  that  they 
were  not  at  all  without  the  mind.  Indeed,  in  treating  of 
figure  and  motion  we  concluded  they  could  not  exist  without 
the  mind,  because  it  was  impossible  even  in  thought  to 
separate  them  from  all  secondary  qualities,  so  as  to  conceive 
them  existing  by  themselves.  But  then  this  was  not  the  only 
argument  made  use  of  upon  that  occasion.  But  (to  pass  by 
all  that  hath  been  hitherto  said,  and  reckon  it  for  nothing,  if 
you  will  have  it  so)  I  am  content  to  put  the  whole  upon  this 
issue.  If  you  can  conceive  it  possible  for  any  mixture  or 
combination  of  qualities,  or  any  sensible  object  whatever,  to 
exist  without  the  mind,  then  I  will  grant  it  actually  to  be  so. 

Hyl.  If  it  comes  to  that  the  point  will  soon  be  decided. 
What  more  easy  than  to  conceive  a  tree  or  house  existing  by 
itself,  independent  of,  and  unperceived  by,  any  mind  what- 
soever? I  do  at  this  present  time  conceive  them  existing 
after  that  manner. 
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Phil.  How  say  you,  Hylas,  can  you  see  a  thing  which  is 
at  the  same  time  unseen  ? 

Hyl.  No,  that  were  a  contradiction. 

Phil.  Is  it  not  as  great  a  contradiction  to  talk  of  conceiving 
a  thing  which  is  unconceivedl 

Hyl.  It  is. 

Phil.  The  tree  or  house  therefore  which  you  think  of  is 
conceived  by  you  ? 

Hyl.  How  should  it  be  otherwise  ? 

Phil.  And  what  is  conceived  is  surely  in  the  mind  ? 

Hyl.  Without  question,  that  which  is  conceived  is  in  the 
mind. 

Phil.  How  then  came  you  to  say,  you  conceived  a  house 
or  tree  existing  independent  and  out  of  all  minds  whatsoever? 

Hyl.  That  was  I  own  an  oversight ;  but  stay,  let  me 
consider  what  led  me  into  it. — It  is  a  pleasant  mistake 
enough.  As  I  was  thinking  of  a  tree  in  a  solitary  place 
where  no  one  was  present  to  see  it,  methought  that  was  to 
conceive  a  tree  as  existing  unperceived  or  unthought  of — not 
considering  that  I  myself  conceived  it  all  the  while.  But 
now  I  plainly  see  that  all  I  can  do  is  to  frame  ideas  in  my 
own  mind.  I  may  indeed  conceive  in  my  own  thoughts  the 
idea  of  a  tree,  or  a  house,  or  a  mountain,  but  that  is  all.  And 
this  is  far  from  proving  that  I  can  conceive  them  existing  out 
of  the  minds  of  all  Spirits. 

Phil.  You  acknowledge  then  that  you  cannot  possibly 
conceive  how  any  one  corporeal  sensible  thing  should  exist 
otherwise  than  in  a  mind  ? 

Hyl.  I  do. 

Phil.  And  yet  you  will  earnestly  contend  for  the  truth  of 
that  which  you  cannot  so  much  as  conceive  ? 

Hyl.  I  profess  I  know  not  what  to  think ;  but  still  there 
are  some  scruples  remain  with  me.  Is  it  not  certain  I  see 
things  at  a  distance?  Do  we  not  perceive  the  stars  and 
moon,  for  example,  to  be  a  great  way  off  ?  Is  not  this,  I  say, 
manifest  to  the  senses? 

Phil.  Do  you  not  in  a  dream  too  perceive  those  or  the  like 
objects  ? 

Hyl.  I  do. 

Phil.  And  have  they  not  then  the  same  appearance  of 
being  distant  ? 
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Hyl.  They  have. 

Phil.  But  you  do  not  thence  conclude  the  apparitions  in 
a  dream  to  be  without  the  mind  ? 

Hyl.  By  no  means. 

Phil.  You  ought  not  therefore  to  conclude  that  sensible 
objects  are  without  the  mind,  from  their  appearance  or 
manner  wherein  they  are  perceived. 

Hyl.  I  acknowledge  it.  But  doth  not  my  sense  deceive 
me  in  those  cases? 

Phil.  By  no  means.  The  idea  or  thing  which  you 
immediately  perceive,  neither  sen  e  nor  reason  informs  you 
that  it  actually  exists  without  the  mind.  By  sense  you 
only  know  that  you  are  affected  with  such  certain  sensations 
of  light  and  colours,  &c.  And  these  you  will  not  say  are  with- 
out the  mind. 

Hyl.  True  :  but,  beside  all  that,  do  you  not  think  the  sight 
suggests  something  of  outness  or  distance  ? 

Phil.  Upon  approaching  a  distant  object,  do  the  visible 
size  and  figure  change  perpetually,  or  do  they  appear  the 
same  at  all  distances  ? 

Hyl.  They  are  in  a  continual  change. 

Phil.  Sight  therefore  doth  not  suggest  or  any  way  inform 
you  that  the  visible  object  you  immediately  perceive  exists  at 
a  distance,1  or  will  be  perceived  when  you  advance  farther 
onward ;  there  being  a  continued  series  of  visible  objects 
succeeding  each  other  during  the  whole  time  of  your 
approach. 

Hyl.  It  doth  not ;  but  still  I  know,  upon  seeing  an  object, 
what  object  I  shall  perceive  after  having  passed  over  a 
certain  distance  :  no  matter  whether  it  be  exactly  the  same 
or  no :  there  is  still  something  of  distance  suggested  in  the 
case. 

Phil.  Good  Hylas,  do  but  reflect  a  little  on  the  point,  and 
then  tell  me  whether  there  be  any  more  in  it  than  this : — 
From  the  ideas  you  actually  perceive  by  sight,  you  have  by 
experience  learned  to  collect  what  other  ideas  you  will 
(according  to  the  standing  order  of  nature)  be  affected  with, 
after  such  a  certain  succession  of  time  and  motion. 

Hyl.  Upon  the  whole,  I  take  it  to  be  nothing  else. 

1  See  the  "  Essay  towards  a  New  Theory  of  Vision,"  and  its  "  Vin- 
dication."—Author,  1734. 
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Phil.  Now,  is  it  not  plain  that  if  we  suppose  a  man  born 
blind  was  on  a  sudden  made  to  see,  he  could  at  first  have  no 
experience  of  what  may  be  suggested  by  sight  ? 

Hyl.  It  is. 

Phil.  He  would  not  then,  according  to  you,  have  any 
notion  of  distance  annexed  to  the  things  he  saw ;  but  would 
take  them  for  a  new  set  of  sensations  existing  only  in  his 
mind? 

Hyl.  It  is  undeniable. 

Phil.  But,  to  make  it  still  more  plain  :  is  not  distance  a  line 
turned  endwise  to  the  eye  ? 

Hyl.  It  is. 

Phil.  And  can  a  line  so  situated  be  perceived  by  sight  ? 

Hyl.  It  cannot. 

Phil.  Doth  it  not  therefore  follow  that  distance  is  not 
properly  and  immediately  perceived  by  sight  ? 

Hyl.  It  should  seem  so. 

Phil.  Again,  is  it  your  opinion  that  colours  are  at  a 
distance  ? 

Hyl.  It  must  be  acknowledged  they  are  only  in  the 
mind. 

Phil.  But  do  not  colours  appear  to  the  eye  as  coexisting  in 
the  same  place  with  extension  and  figures  ? 

Hyl.  They  do. 

Phil.  How  can  you  then  conclude  from  sight  that  figures 
exist  without,  when  you  acknowledge  colours  do  not;  the 
sensible  appearance  being  the  very  same  with  regard  to 
both? 

Hyl.  I  know  not  what  to  answer. 

Phil.  But,  allowing  that  distance  was  truly  and  immediately 
perceived  by  the  mind,  yet  it  would  not  thence  follow  it 
existed  out  of  the  mind.  For,  whatever  is  immediately 
perceived  is  an  idea :  and  can  any  idea  exist  out  of  the 
mind? 

Hyl.  To  suppose  that  were  absurd :  but,  inform  me, 
Philofious,  can  we  perceive  or  know  nothing  beside  our 
ideas  ? 

Phil.  As  for  the  rational  deducing  of  causes  from  effects, 
that  is  beside  our  inquiry.  And,  by  the  senses  you  can  best 
tell  whether  you  perceive  anything  which  is  not  immediately 
perceived.     And  I  ask  you,  whether  the  things  immediately 
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perceived  are  other  than  your  own  sensations  or  ideas  ?  You 
have  indeed  more  than  once,  in  the  course  of  this  conversa- 
tion, declared  yourself  on  those  points ;  but  you  seem,  by 
this  last  question,  to  have  departed  from  what  you  then 
thought. 

Hyl.  To  speak  the  truth,  Philonous,  I  think  there  are  two 
kinds  of  objects  : — the  one  perceived  immediately,  which  are 
likewise  called  ideas ;  the  other  are  real  things  or  external 
objects,  perceived  by  the  mediation  of  ideas,  which  are  their 
images  and  representations.  Now,  I  own  ideas  do  not  exist 
without  the  mind ;  but  the  latter  sort  of  objects  do.  I  am 
sorry  I  did  not  think  of  this  distinction  sooner;  it  would 
probably  have  cut  short  your  discourse. 

Phil.  Are  those  external  objects  perceived  by  sense,  or  by 
some  other  faculty  ? 

Hyl.  They  are  perceived  by  sense. 

Phil.  How  !  is  there  anything  perceived  by  sense  which  is 
not  immediately  perceived  ? 

Hyl.  Yes,  Philonous,  in  some  sort  there  is.  For  example, 
when  I  look  on  a  picture  or  statue  of  Julius  Caesar,  I  may  be 
said  after  a  manner  to  perceive  him  (though  not  immediately) 
by  my  senses. 

Phil.  It  seems  then  you  will  have  our  ideas,  which  alone 
are  immediately  perceived,  to  be  pictures  of  external  things  : 
and  that  these  also  are  perceived  by  sense,  inasmuch  as  they 
have  a  conformity  or  resemblance  to  our  ideas  ? 

Hyl.  That  is  my  meaning. 

Phil.  And,  in  the  same  way  that  Julius  Caesar,  in  himself 
invisible,  is  nevertheless  perceived  by  sight ;  real  things,  in 
themselves  imperceptible,  are  perceived  by  sense. 

Hyl.  In  the  very  same. 

Phil.  Tell  me,  Hylas,  when  you  behold  the  picture  of 
Julius  Caesar,  do  you  see  with  your  eyes  any  more  than  some 
colours  and  figures,  with  a  certain  symmetry  and  composition 
of  the  whole  ? 

Hyl.  Nothing  else. 

Phil.  And  would  not  a  man  who  had  never  known  any- 
thing of  Julius  Caesar  see  as  much  ? 

Hyl.  He  would. 

Phil.  Consequently  he  hath  his  sight,  and  the  use  of  it,  in 
as  a  perfect  a  degree  as  you  ? 
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Hyl.  I  agree  with  you. 

Phil.  Whence  comes  it  then  that  your  thoughts  are  directed 
to  the  Roman  emperor,  and  his  are  not  ?  This  cannot  pro- 
ceed from  the  sensations  or  ideas  of  sense  by  you  then  per- 
ceived ;  since  you  acknowledge  you  have  no  advantage  over 
him  in  that  respect.  It  should  seem  therefore  to  proceed 
from  reason  and  memory  :  should  it  not  ? 

Hyl.  It  should. 

Phil.  Consequently,  it  will  not  follow  from  that  instance 
that  anything  is  perceived  by  sense  which  is  not  immediately 
perceived.  Though  I  grant  we  may,  in  one  acceptation,  be 
said  to  perceive  sensible  things  mediately  by  sense — that  is, 
when,  from  a  frequently  perceived  connexion,  the  immediate 
perception  of  ideas  by  one  sense  suggests  to  the  mind  others, 
perhaps  belonging  to  another  sense,  which  are  wont  to  be 
connected  with  them.  For  instance,  when  I  hear  a  coach 
drive  along  the  streets,  immediately  I  perceive  only  the 
sound  ;  but,  from  the  experience  I  have  had  that  such  a 
sound  is  connected  with  a  coach,  I  am  said  to  hear  the  coach. 
It  is  nevertheless  evident  that,  in  truth  and  strictness,  nothing 
can  be  heard  but  sound ;  and  the  coach  is  not  then  properly 
perceived  by  sense,  but  suggested  from  experience.  So  like- 
wise when  we  are  said  to  see  a  red-hot  bar  of  iron  ;  the  so- 
lidity and  heat  of  the  iron  are  not  the  objects  of  sight,  but 
suggested  to  the  imagination  by  the  colour  and  figure  which 
are  properly  perceived  by  that  sense.  In  short,  those  things 
alone  are  actually  and  strictly  perceived  by  any  sense,  which 
would  have  been  perceived  in  case  that  same  sense  had  then 
been  first  conferred  on  us.  As  for  other  things,  it  is  plain 
they  are  only  suggested  to  the  mind  by  experience,  grounded 
on  former  perceptions.  But,  to  return  to  your  comparison 
of  Caesar's  picture,  it  is  plain,  if  you  keep  to  that,  you  must 
hold  the  real  things  or  archetypes  of  our  ideas  are  not  per- 
ceived by  sense,  but  by  some  internal  faculty  of  the  soul,  as 
reason  or  memory.  I  would  therefore  fain  know  what  argu- 
ments you  can  draw  from  reason  for  the  existence  of  what 
you  call  real  things  or  material  objects.  Or,  whether  you  re- 
member to  have  seen  them  formerly  as  they  are  in  themselves; 
or,  if  you  have  heard  or  read  of  any  one  that  did. 

Hyl.  I  see,  Philonous,  you  are  disposed  to  raillery ;  but 
that  will  never  convince  me. 
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Phil.  My  aim  is  only  to  learn  from  you  the  way  to  come 
at  the  knowledge  of  material  beings.  Whatever  we  perceive 
is  perceived  immediately  or  mediately :  by  sense,  or  by  reason 
and  reflexion.  But,  as  you  have  excluded  sense,  pray  shew 
me  what  reason  you  have  to  believe  their  existence ;  or  what 
medium  you  can  possibly  make  use  of  to  prove  it,  either  to 
mine  or  your  own  understanding. 

Hyl.  To  deal  ingenuously,  Philonous,  now  I  consider  the 
point,  I  do  not  find  I  can  give  you  any  good  reason  for  it. 
But,  thus  much  seems  pretty  plain,  that  it  is  at  least  possible 
such  things  may  really  exist.  And,  as  long  as  there  is  no 
absurdity  in  supposing  them,  I  am  resolved  to  believe  as  I 
did,  till  you  bring  good  reasons  to  the  contrary. 

Phil.  What !  is  it  come  to  this,  that  you  only  believe  the 
existence  of  material  objects,  and  that  your  belief  is  founded 
barely  on  the  possibility  of  its  being  true?  Then  you  will 
have  me  bring  reasons  against  it :  though  another  would 
think  it  reasonable  the  proof  should  lie  on  him  who  holds 
the  affirmative.  And,  after  all,  this  very  point  which  you  are 
now  resolved  to  maintain,  without  any  reason,  is  in  effect  what 
you  have  more  than  once  during  this  discourse  seen  good 
reason  to  give  up.  But,  to  pass  over  all  this ;  if  I  understand 
you  rightly,  you  say  our  ideas  do  not  exist  without  the  mind  ; 
but  that  they  are  copies,  images,  or  representations,  of  certain 
originals  that  do  ? 

Hyl.  You  take  me  right. 

Phil.  They  are  then  like  external  things  ? 

Hyl.  They  are. 

Phil.  Have  those  things  a  stable  and  permanent  nature, 
independent  of  our  senses ;  or  are  they  in  a  perpetual  change, 
upon  our  producing  any  motions  in  our  bodies,  suspending, 
exerting,  or  altering,  our  faculties  or  organs  of  sense  ? 

Hyl.  Real  things,  it  is  plain,  have  a  fixed  and  real  nature, 
which  remains  the  same  notwithstanding  any  change  in  our 
senses,  or  in  the  posture  and  motion  of  our  bodies  ;  which  in- 
deed may  affect  the  ideas  in  our  minds,  but  it  were  absurd  to 
think  they  had  the  same  effect  on  things  existing  without  the 
mind. 

Phil.  How  then  is  it  possible  that  things  perpetually  fleet- 
ing and  variable  as  our  ideas  should  be  copies  or  images  of 
anything  fixed  and  constant  ?    Or,  in  other  words,  since  all 

i.  z 


338  THE   FIRST   DIALOGUE 

sensible  qualities,  as  size,  figure,  colour,  &c.,  that  is,  our  ideas, 
are  continually  changing  upon  every  alteration  in  the  distance, 
medium,  or  instruments  of  sensation  ;  how  can  any  deter- 
minate material  objects  be  properly  represented  or  painted 
forth  by  several  distinct  things,  each  of  which  is  so  different 
from  and  unlike  the  rest  ?  Or,  if  you  say  it  resembles  some 
one  only  of  our  ideas,  how  shall  we  be  able  to  distinguish  the 
true  copy  from  all  the  false  ones  ? 

Hyl.  I  profess,  Philonous,  I  am  at  a  loss.  I  know  not 
what  to  say  to  this. 

Phil.  But  neither  is  this  all.  Which  are  material  objects 
in  themselves — perceptible  or  imperceptible  ? 

Hyl.  Properly  and  immediately  nothing  can  be  perceived 
but  ideas.  All  material  things,  therefore,  are  in  themselves 
insensible,  and  to  be  perceived  only  by  our  ideas. 

Phil.  Ideas  then  are  sensible,  and  their  archetypes  or 
originals  insensible  ? 

Hyl.  Right. 

Phil.  But  how  can  that  which  is  sensible  be  like  that  which 
is  insensible  ?  Can  a  real  thing,  in  itself  invisible,  be  like  a 
colour ;  or  a  real  thing,  which  is  not  audible,  be  like  a  sound  1 
In  a  word,  can  anything  be  like  a  sensation  or  idea,  but 
another  sensation  or  idea  ? 

Hyl.  I  must  own,  I  think  not. 

Phil.  Is  it  possible  there  should  be  any  doubt  on  the 
point  ?     Do  you  not  perfectly  know  your  own  ideas  ? 

Hyl.  I  know  them  perfectly ;  since  what  I  do  not  perceive 
or  know  can  be  no  part  of  my  idea. 

Phil.  Consider,  therefore,  and  examine  them,  and  then  tell 
me  if  there  be  anything  in  them  which  can  exist  without  the 
mind?  or  if  you  can  conceive  anything  like  them  existing 
without  the  mind  ? 

Hyl.  Upon  inquiry,  I  find  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  con- 
ceive or  understand  how  anything  but  an  idea  can  be  like  an 
idea.  And  it  is  most  evident  that  no  idea  can  exist  without 
the  mind. 

Phil.  You  are  therefore,  by  your  principles,  forced  to  deny 
the  reality  of  sensible  things  ;  since  you  made  it  to  consist  in 
an  absolute  existence  exterior  to  the  mind.  That  is  to  say, 
you  are  a  downright  sceptic.  So  I  have  gained  my  point, 
which  was  to  shew  your  principles  led  to  Scepticism. 
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Hyl.  For  the  present  I  am,  if  not  entirely  convinced,  at 
least  silenced. 

Phil.  I  would  fain  know  what  more  you  would  require  in 
order  to  a  perfect  conviction.  Have  you  not  had  the  liberty 
of  explaining  yourself  all  manner  of  ways?  Were  any 
little  slips  in  discourse  laid  hold  and  insisted  on  ?  Or  were 
you  not  allowed  to  retract  or  reinforce  anything  you  had 
offered,  as  best  served  your  purpose  ?  Hath  not  everything 
you  could  say  been  heard  and  examined  with  all  the  fairness 
imaginable  ?  In  a  word,  have  you  not  in  every  point  been 
convinced  out  of  your  own  mouth  ?  and,  if  you  can  at  present 
discover  any  flaw  in  any  of  your  former  concessions,  or  think 
of  any  remaining  subterfuge,  any  new  distinction,  colour,  or 
comment  whatsoever,  why  do  you  not  produce  it  ? 

Hyl.  A  little  patience,  Philonous.  I  am  at  present  so 
amazed  to  see  myself  ensnared,  and  as  it  were  imprisoned  in 
the  labyrinths  you  have  drawn  me  into,  that  on  the  sudden 
it  cannot  be  expected  I  should  find  my  way  out.  You  must 
give  me  time  to  look  about  me  and  recollect  myself. 

Phil.  Hark ;  is  not  this  the  college  bell  ? 

Hyl.  It  rings  for  prayers. 

Phil.  We  will  go  in  then,  if  you  please,  and  meet  here 
again  to-morrow  morning.  In  the  meantime,  you  may 
employ  your  thoughts  on  this  morning's  discourse,  and  try  if 
you  can  find  any  fallacy  in  it,  or  invent  any  new  means  to 
extricate  yourself. 

Hyl.  Agreed. 
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Hylas. 

I  BEG  your  pardon,  Philonous,  for  not  meeting  you  sooner. 
All  this  morning  my  head  was  so  filled  with  our  late 
conversation  that  I  had  not  leisure  to  think  of  the  time  of 
the  day,  or  indeed  of  anything  else. 

Philonous.  I  am  glad  you  were  so  intent  upon  it,  in  hopes 
if  there  were  any  mistakes  in  your  concessions,  or  fallacies  in 
my  reasonings  from  them,  you  will  now  discover  them  to  me. 

Hyl.  I  assure  you  I  have  done  nothing  ever  since  I  saw 
you  but  search  after  mistakes  and  fallacies,  and,  with  that 
view,  have  minutely  examined  the  whole  series  of  yesterday's 
discourse :  but  all  in  vain,  for  the  notions  it  led  me  into, 
upon  review,  appear  still  more  clear  and  evident ;  and,  the 
more  I  consider  them,  the  more  irresistibly  do  they  force  my 
assent. 

Phil.  And  is  not  this,  think  you,  a  sign  that  they  are 
genuine,  that  they  proceed  from  nature,  and  are  conformable 
to  right  reason  ?  Truth  and  beauty  are  in  this  alike,  that 
tjj^e  strictest  survey  sets  them  both  off  to  advantage ;  while 
the  false  lustre  of  error  and  disguise  cannot  endure  being 
reviewed,  or  too  nearly  inspected. 

Hyl.  I  own  there  is  a  great  deal  in  what  you  say.  Nor 
can  any  one  be  more  entirely  satisfied  of  the  truth  of  those 
odd  consequences,  so  long  as  I  have  in  view  the  reasonings 
that  lead  to  them.  But,  when  these  are  out  of  my  thoughts, 
there  seems,  on  the  other  hand,  something  so  satisfactory,  so 
natural  and  intelligible,  in  the  modern  way  of  explaining 
things  that,  I  profess,  I  know  not  how  to  reject  it. 

Phil.  I  know  not  what  way  you  mean. 

Hyl.  I  mean  the  way  of  accounting  for  our  sensations  or 
ideas, 
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Phil.  How  is  that  ? 

Hyl.  It  is  supposed  the  soul  makes  her  residence  in  some 
part  of  the  brain,  from  which  the  nerves  take  their  rise,  and 
are  thence  extended  to  all  parts  of  the  body ;  and  that  out- 
ward objects,  by  the  different  impressions  they  make  on  the 
organs  of  sense,  communicate  certain  vibrative  motions  to 
the  nerves ;  and  these  being  filled  with  spirits  propagate  them 
to  the  brain  or  seat  of  the  soul,  which,  according  to  the 
various  impressions  or  traces  thereby  made  in  the  brain,  is 
variously  affected  with  ideas. 

Phil.  And  call  you  this  an  explication  of  the  manner 
whereby  we  are  affected  with  ideas  ? 

Hyl.  Why  not,  Philonous;  have  you  anything  to  object 
against  it  ? 

Phil.  I  would  first  know  whether  I  rightly  understand  your 
hypothesis.  You  make  certain  traces  in  the  brain  to  be  the 
causes  or  occasions  of  our  ideas.  Pray  tell  me  whether  by 
the  brain  you  mean  any  sensible  thing. 

Hyl.  What  else  think  you  I  could  mean  ? 

Phil.  Sensible  things  are  all  immediately  perceivable;  and 
those  things  which  are  immediately  perceivable  are  ideas; 
and  these  exist  only  in  the  mind.  Thus  much  you  have,  if 
I  mistake  not,  long  since  agreed  to. 

Hyl.  I  do  not  deny  it. 

Phil.  The  brain  therefore  you  speak  of,  being  a  sensible 
thing,  exists  only  in  the  mind.  Now,  I  would  fain  know 
whether  you  think  it  reasonable  to  suppose  that  one  idea 
or  thing  existing  in  the  mind  occasions  all  other  ideas. 
And,  if  you  think  so,  pray  how  do  you  account  for  the  origin 
of  that  primary  idea  or  brain  itself? 

Hyl.  I  do  not  explain  the  origin  of  our  ideas  by  that  brain 
which  is  perceivable  to  sense,  this  being  itself  only  a  com- 
bination of  sensible  ideas,  but  by  another  which  I  imagine. 

Phil.  But  are  not  things  imagined  as  truly  in  the  mind  as 
things  perceived  ? 

Hyl.  I  must  confess  they  are. 

Phil.  It  comes,  therefore,  to  the  same  thing ;  and  you 
have  been  all  this  while  accounting  for  ideas  by  certain 
motions  or  impressions  of  the  brain,  that  is,  by  some  altera- 
tions in  an  idea,  whether  sensible  or  imaginable  it  matters  not. 

Hyl.  I  begin  to  suspect  my  hypothesis. 
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Phil.  Besides  spirits,  all  that  we  know  or  conceive  are 
our  own  ideas.  When,  therefore,  you  say  all  ideas  are 
occasioned  by  impressions  in  the  brain,  do  you  conceive 
this  brain  or  no?  If  you  do,  then  you  talk  of  ideas  im- 
printed in  an  idea  causing  that  same  idea,  which  is  absurd. 
If  you  do  not  conceive  it,  you  talk  unintelligibly,  instead  of 
forming  a  reasonable  hypothesis. 

Hyl.  I  now  clearly  see  it  was  a  mere  dream.  There  is 
nothing  in  it. 

Phil.  You  need  not  be  much  concerned  at  it ;  for  after  all, 
this  way  of  explaining  things,  as  you  called  it,  could  never 
have  satisfied  any  reasonable  man.  What  connexion  is 
there  between  a  motion  in  the  nerves,  and  the  sensations  of 
sound  or  colour  in  the  mind  ?  Or  how  is  it  possible  these 
should  be  the  effect  of  that  ? 

Hyl.  But  I  could  never  think  it  had  so  little  in  it  as  now 
it  seems  to  have. 

Phil.  Well  then,  are  you  at  length  satisfied  that  no 
sensible  things  have  a  real  existence;  and  that  you  are  in 
truth  an  arrant  sceptic? 

Hyl.  It  is  too  plain  to  be  denied. 

Phil.  Look !  are  not  the  fields  covered  with  a  delightful 
verdure  ?  Is  there  not  something  in  the  woods  and  groves, 
in  the  rivers  and  clear  springs,  that  soothes,  that  delights, 
that  transports  the  soul  ?  At  the  prospect  of  the  wide  and 
deep  ocean,  or  some  huge  mountain  whose  top  is  lost  in  the 
clouds,  or  of  an  old  gloomy  forest,  are  not  our  minds  filled 
with  a  pleasing  horror  ?  Even  in  rocks  and  deserts  is  there 
not  an  agreeable  wildness  ?  How  sincere  a  pleasure  is  it  to 
behold  the  natural  beauties  of  the  earth  !  To  preserve  and 
renew  our  relish  for  them,  is  not  the  veil  of  night  alternately 
drawn  over  her  face,  and  doth  she  not  change  her  dress  with 
the  seasons  ?  How  aptly  are  the  elements  disposed  !  What 
variety  and  use  in  the  meanest  productions  of  nature ! 
What  delicacy,  what  beauty,  what  contrivance,  in  animal  and 
vegetable  bodies  !  How  exquisitely  are  all  things  suited,  as 
well  to  their  particular  ends,  as  to  constitute  opposite  parts 
of  the  whole  !  And,  while  they  mutually  aid  and  support,  do 
they  not  also  set  off  and  illustrate  each  other  ?  Raise  now 
your  thought  from  this  ball  of  earth  to  all  those  glorious 
luminaries  that  adorn  the  high  arch  of  heaven.    The  motion 
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and  situation  of  the  planets,  are  they  not  admirable  for  use 
and  order?  Were  those  (miscalled  erratic)  globes  ever 
known  to  stray,  in  their  repeated  journeys  through  the  path- 
less void  ?  Do  they  not  measure  areas  round  the  sun  ever 
proportioned  to  the  times  ?  So  fixed,  so  immutable  are  the 
laws  by  which  the  unseen  Author  of  nature  actuates  the 
universe.  How  vivid  and  radiant  is  the  lustre  of  the  fixed 
stars !  How  magnificent  and  rich  that  negligent  profusion 
with  which  they  appear  to  be  scattered  throughout  the  whole 
azure  vault !  Yet,  if  you  take  the  telescope,  it  brings  into 
your  sight  a  new  host  of  stars  that  escape  the  naked  eye. 
Here  they  seem  contiguous  and  minute,  but  to  a  nearer  view 
immense  orbs  of  light  at  various  distances,  far  sunk  in  the 
abyss  of  space.  Now  you  must  call  imagination  to  your  aid. 
The  feeble  narrow  sense  cannot  descry  innumerable  worlds 
revolving  round  the  central  fires ;  and  in  those  worlds  the 
energy  of  an  all-perfect  Mind  displayed  in  endless  forms. 
But,  neither  sense  nor  imagination  are  big  enough  to  com- 
prehend the  boundless  extent,  with  all  its  glittering  furniture. 
Though  the  labouring  mind  exert  and  strain  each  power  to 
its  utmost  reach,  there  still  stands  out  ungrasped  a  surplusage 
immeasurable.  Yet  all  the  vast  bodies  that  compose  this 
mighty  frame,  how  distant  and  remote  soever,  are  by  some 
secret  mechanism,  some  Divine  art  and  force,  linked  in  a 
mutual  dependence  and  intercourse  with  each  other,  even 
with  this  earth,  which  was  almost  slipt  from  my  thoughts  and 
lost  in  the  crowd  of  worlds.  Is  not  the  whole  system  im- 
mense, beautiful,  glorious  beyond  expression  and  beyond 
thought !  What  treatment,  then,  do  those  philosophers 
deserve,  who  would  deprive  these  noble  and  delightful  scenes 
of  all  reality  ?  How  should  those  Principles  be  entertained 
that  lead  us  to  think  all  the  visible  beauty  of  the  creation  a 
false  imaginary  glare?  To  be  plain,  can  you  expect  this 
Scepticism  of  yours  will  not  be  thought  extravagantly  absurd 
by  all  men  of  sense  ? 

Hyl.  Other  men  may  think  as  they  please ;  but  for  your 
part  you  have  nothing  to  reproach  me  with.  My  comfort  is, 
your  are  as  much  a  sceptic  as  I  am. 

Phil.  There,  Hylas,  I  must  beg  leave  to  differ  from  you. 

Hyl.  What !  have  you  all  along  agreed  to  the  premises, 
and  do  you  now  deny  the  conclusion,  and  leave  me  to  main- 
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tain  those  paradoxes  by  myself  which  you  led  me  into? 
This  surely  is  not  fair. 

Phil.  I  deny  that  I  agreed  with  you  in  those  notions  that 
led  to  Scepticism.  You  indeed  said  the  reality  of  sensible 
things  consisted  in  an  absolute  existence  out  of  the  minds  of 
spirits,  or  distinct  from  their  being  perceived.  And,  pur- 
suant to  this  notion  of  reality,  you  are  obliged  to  deny  sen- 
sible things  any  real  existence :  that  is,  according  to  your 
own  definition,  you  profess  yourself  a  sceptic.  But  I  neither 
said  nor  thought  the  reality  of  sensible  things  was  to  be 
defined  after  that  manner.  To  me  it  is  evident,  for  the 
reasons  you  allow  of,  that  sensible  things  cannot  exist  other- 
wise than  in  a  mind  or  spirit.  Whence  I  conclude,  not  that 
they  have  no  real  existence,  but  that,  seeing  they  depend 
not  on  my  thought,  and  have  an  existence  distinct  from 
being  perceived  by  me,  there  must  be  some  other  mind 
wherein  they  exist.  As  sure,  therefore,  as  the  sensible  world 
really  exists,  so  sure  is  there  an  infinite  omnipresent  Spirit, 
who  contains  and  supports  it. 

Hyl.  What !  this  is  no  more  than  I  and  all  Christians 
hold ;  nay,  and  all  others  too  who  believe  there  is  a  God, 
and  that  He  knows  and  comprehends  all  things. 

Phil.  Aye,  but  here  lies  the  difference.  Men  commonly 
believe  that  all  things  are  known  or  perceived  by  God, 
because  they  believe  the  being  of  a  God ;  whereas  I,  on  the 
other  side,  immediately  and  necessarily  conclude  the  being 
of  a  God,  because  all  sensible  things  must  be  perceived  by 
him. 

Hyl.  But  so  long  as  we  all  believe  the  same  thing,  what 
matter  is  it  how  we  come  by  that  belief? 

Phil.  But  neither  do  we  agree  in  the  same  opinion.  For 
philosophers,  though  they  acknowledge  all  corporeal  beings 
to  be  perceived  by  God,  yet  they  attribute  to  them  an  abso- 
lute subsistence  distinct  from  their  being  perceived  by  any 
mind  whatever,  which  I  do  not.  Besides,  is  there  no  differ- 
ence between  saying,  There  is  a  God,  therefore  He  perceives  all 
things  ;  and  saying,  Sensible  things  do  really  exist ;  and,  if  they 
really  exist,  they  are  necessarily  perceived  by  an  infinite  mind  : 
therefore  there  is  an  infinite  mind,  or  God?  This  furnishes  you 
with  a  direct  and  immediate  demonstration,  from  a  most  evid- 
ent principle,  of  the  being  of  a  God.   Divines  and  philosophers 
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had  proved  beyond  all  controversy,  from  the  beauty  and 
usefulness  of  the  several  parts  of  the  creation,  that  it  was  the 
workmanship  of  God.  But  that — setting  aside  all  help  of 
astronomy  and  natural  philosophy,  all  contemplation  of  the 
contrivance,  order  and  adjustment  of  things — an  infinite 
mind  should  be  necessarily  inferred  from  the  bare  existence 
of  the  sensible  world,  is  an  advantage  to  them  only  who 
have  made  this  easy  reflexion,  that  the  sensible  world  is 
that  which  we  perceive  by  our  several  senses ;  and  that 
nothing  is  perceived  by  the  senses  beside  ideas  ;  and  that  no 
idea  or  archetype  of  an  idea  can  exist  otherwise  than  in  a 
mind.  You  may  now,  without  any  laborious  search  into  the 
sciences,  without  any  subtlety  of  reason,  or  tedious  length  of 
discourse,  oppose  and  baffle  the  most  strenuous  advocate  for 
Atheism  ;  those  miserable  refuges,  whether  in  an  eternal  suc- 
cession of  unthinking  causes  and  effects,  or  in  a  fortuitous 
concourse  of  atoms  ;  those  wild  imaginations  of  Vanini, 
Hobbes,  and  Spinoza :  in  a  word,  the  whole  system  of 
Atheism,  is  it  not  entirely  overthrown,  by  this  single  re- 
flexion on  the  repugnancy  included  in  supposing  the  whole, 
or  any  part,  even  the  most  rude  and  shapeless,  of  the 
visible  world,  to  exist  without  a  mind  ?  Let  any  one  of 
those  abettors  of  impiety  but  look  into  his  own  thoughts,  and 
there  try  if  he  can  conceive  how  so  much  as  a  rock,  a  desert, 
a  chaos,  or  confused  jumble  of  atoms ;  how  anything  at  all, 
either  sensible  or  imaginable,  can  exist  independent  of  a 
mind,  and  he  need  go  no  farther  to  be  convinced  of  his 
folly.  Can  anything  be  fairer  than  to  put  a  dispute  on  such  an 
issue,  and  leave  it  to  a  man  himself  to  see  if  he  can  conceive, 
even  in  thought,  what  he  holds  to  be  true  in  fact,  and  from 
a  notional  to  allow  it  a  real  existence. 

Hyl.  It  cannot  be  denied  there  is  something  highly 
serviceable  to  religion  in  what  you  advance.  But  do  you  not 
think  it  looks  very  like  a  notion  entertained  by  some  eminent 
moderns,  of  seeing  all  things  in  God? 

Phil.  I  would  gladly  know  that  opinion :  pray  explain  it 
to  me. 

Hyl.  They  conceive  that  the  soul,  being  immaterial,  is 
incapable  of  being  united  with  material  things,  so  as  to 
perceive  them  in  themselves ;  but  that  she  perceives  them 
by  her  union  with   the  substance  of  God,  which,  being 


346  THE  SECOND  DIALOGUE 

spiritual,  is  therefore  purely  intelligible,  or  capable  of  being 
the  immediate  object  of  a  spirit's  thought.  Besides,  the 
Divine  essence  contains  in  it  perfections  correspondent  to 
each  created  being  ;  and  which  are,  for  that  reason,  proper 
to  exhibit  or  represent  them  to  the  mind. 

Phil.  I  do  not  understand  how  our  ideas,  which  are  things 
altogether  passive  and  inert,  can  be  the  essence,  or  any  part 
(or  like  any  part)  of  the  essence  or  substance  of  God,  who  is 
an  impassive,  indivisible,  purely  active  being.  Many  more 
difficulties  and  objections  there  are  which  occur  at  first  view 
against  this  hypothesis ;  but  I  shall  only  add  that  it  is  liable 
to  all  the  absurdities  of  the  common  hypothesis,  in  making 
a  created  world  exist  otherwise  than  in  the  mind  of  a  Spirit. 
Beside  all  which  it  hath  this  peculiar  to  itself ;  that  it  makes 
that  material  world  serve  to  no  purpose.  And,  if  it  pass  for 
a  good  argument  against  other  hypotheses  in  the  sciences 
that  they  suppose  nature  or  the  Divine  wisdom  to  make 
something  in  vain,  or  do  that  by  tedious  roundabout 
methods  which  might  have  been  performed  in  a  much  more 
easy  and  compendious  way,  what  shall  we  think  of  that  hypo- 
thesis which  supposes  the  whole  world  made  in  vain  ? 

Hyl.  But  what  say  you,  are  not  you  too  of  opinion  that 
we  see  all  things  in  God  ?  If  I  mistake  not,  what  you  ad- 
vance comes  near  it. 

Phil.  Few  men  think,  yet  all  will  have  opinions.  Hence 
men's  opinions  are  superficial  and  confused.  It  is  nothing 
strange  that  tenets,  which  in  themselves  are  ever  so  different 
should  nevertheless  be  confounded  with  each  other  by  those 
who  do  not  consider  them  attentively.  I  shall  not  therefore 
be  surprised  if  some  men  imagine  that  I  run  into  the 
enthusiasm  of  Malebranche ;  though  in  truth  I  am  very 
remote  from  it.  He  builds  on  the  most  abstract  general 
ideas,  which  I  entirely  disclaim.  He  asserts  an  absolute 
external  world,  which  I  deny.  He  maintains  that  we  are 
deceived  by  our  senses,  and  know  not  the  real  natures  or 
the  true  forms  and  figures  of  extended  beings  ;  of  all  which 
I  hold  the  direct  contrary.  So  that  upon  the  whole  there 
are  no  principles  more  fundamentally  opposite  than  his  and 
mine.     It  must  be  owned  that,1  I  entirely  agree  with  what 

1  This  speech  began  here  in  the  first  and  second  editions. 
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the  holy  Scripture  saith,  "  That  in  God  we  live  and  move 
and  have  our  being."  But  that  we  see  things  in  His  essence, 
after  the  manner  above  set  forth,  I  am  far  from  believing. 
Take  here  in  brief  my  meaning. — It  is  evident  that  the 
things  I  perceive  are  my  own  ideas,  and  that  no  idea  can  exist 
unless  it  be  in  a  mind.  Nor  is  it  less  plain  that  these  ideas 
or  things  by  me  perceived,  either  themselves  or  their  arche- 
types, exist  independently  of  my  mind ;  since  I  know  my- 
self not  to  be  their  author,  it  being  out  of  my  power  to 
determine  at  pleasure  what  particular  ideas  I  shall  be 
affected  with  upon  opening  my  eyes  or  ears.  They  must 
therefore  exist  in  some  other  mind,  whose  will  it  is  they 
should  be  exhibited  to  me.  The  things,  I  say,  immediately 
perceived  are  ideas  or  sensations,  call  them  which  you  will. 
But  how  can  any  idea  or  sensation  exist  in,  or  be  pro- 
duced by,  anything  but  a  mind  or  spirit  ?  This  indeed  is 
inconceivable  ;  and  to  assert  that  which  is  inconceivable  is 
to  talk  nonsense  :  is  it  not  ? 

Hyl.  Without  doubt. 

Phil.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  very  conceivable  that 
they  should  exist  in  and  be  produced  by  a  Spirit ;  since  this 
is  no  more  than  I  daily  experience  in  myself,  inasmuch  as  I 
perceive  numberless  ideas ;  and,  by  an  act  of  my  will,  can 
form  a  great  variety  of  them,  and  raise  them  up  in  my  imagin- 
ation :  though,  it  must  be  confessed,  these  creatures  of  the 
fancy  are  not  altogether  so  distinct,  so  strong,  vivid,  and 
permanent,  as  those  perceived  by  my  senses,  which  latter 
are  called  real  things.  From  all  which  I  conclude,  there  is 
a  Mind  which  affects  me  every  moment  with  all  the  sensible 
impressions  I  perceive.  And,  from  the  variety,  order,  and 
manner  of  these,  I  conclude  the  Author  of  them  to  be  wise, 
powerful,  and  good,  beyond  comprehension.  Mark  it  well ;  I 
do  not  say,  I  see  things  by  perceiving  that  which  represents 
them  in  the  intelligible  Substance  of  God.  This  I  do  not 
understand ;  but  I  say,  the  things  by  me  perceived  are  known 
by  the  understanding,  and  produced  by  the  will  of  an  infinite 
Spirit.  And  is  not  all  this  most  plain  and  evident?  Is 
there  any  more  in  it  than  what  a  little  observation  of  our 
own  minds,  and  that  which  passeth  in  them,  not  only 
enableth  us  to  conceive,  but  also  obligeth  us  to  acknowledge  ? 

Hyl.  I  think  I  understand  you  very  clearly ;  and  own  the 
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proof  you  give  of  a  Deity  seems  no  less  evident  than  sur- 
prising. But,  allowing  that  God  is  the  supreme  and  universal 
Cause  of  all  things,  yet,  may  there  not  be  still  a  third  nature 
besides  Spirits  and  Ideas  ?  May  we  not  admit  a  subordinate 
and  limited  cause  of  our  ideas  ?  In  a  word,  may  there  not 
for  all  that  be  Matter  ? 

Phil.  How  often  must  I  inculcate  the  same  thing?  You 
allow  the  things  immediately  perceived  by  sense  to  exist  no- 
where without  the  mind ;  but  there  is  nothing  perceived  by 
sense  which  is  not  perceived  immediately  :  therefore  there 
is  nothing  sensible  that  exists  without  the  mind.  The 
Matter,  therefore,  which  you  still  insist  on  is  something  in- 
telligible, I  suppose ;  something  that  may  be  discovered  by 
reason,  and  not  by  sense. 

Hyl.  You  are  in  the  right. 

Phil.  Pray  let  me  know  what  reasoning  your  belief  of 
Matter  is  grounded  on ;  and  what  this  Matter  is  in  your 
present  sense  of  it. 

Hyl.  I  find  myself  affected  with  various  ideas,  whereof  I 
know  I  am  not  the  cause ;  neither  are  they  the  cause  of 
themselves,  or  of  one  another,  or  capable  of  subsisting  by 
themselves,  as  being  altogether  inactive,  fleeting,  dependent 
beings.  They  have  therefore  some  cause  distinct  from  me 
and  them  :  of  which  I  pretend  to  know  no  more  than  that 
it  is  the  cause  of  my  ideas.  And  this  thing,  whatever  it  be,  I 
call  Matter. 

Phil.  Tell  me,  Hylas,  hath  every  one  a  liberty  to  change 
the  current  proper  signification  attached  to  a  common  name 
in  any  language  ?  For  example,  suppose  a  traveller  should 
tell  you  that  in  a  certain  country  men  pass  unhurt  through 
the  fire ;  and,  upon  explaining  himself,  you  found  he  meant 
by  the  word  fire  that  which  others  call  water :  or,  if  he 
should  assert  that  there  are  trees  that  walk  upon  two  legs, 
meaning  men  by  the  term  trees.  Would  you  think  this 
reasonable  ? 

Hyl.  No,  I  should  think  it  very  absurd.  Common  custom 
is  the  standard  of  propriety  in  language.  And  for  any  man 
to  affect  speaking  improperly  is  to  pervert  the  use  of  speech, 
and  can  never  serve  to  a  better  purpose  than  to  protract  and 
multiply  disputes  where  there  is  no  difference  in  opinion. 

Piul.  And   doth   not   Matter,    in   the   common   current 
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acceptation  of  the  word,  signify  an  extended,  solid,  movable 
unthinking,  inactive  Substance? 
Hyl.  It  doth. 

Phil.  And,  hath  it  not  been  made  evident  that  no  such 
substance  can  possibly  exist?  And,  though  it  should  be 
allowed  to  exist,  yet  how  can  that  which  is  inactive  be  a 
cause ;  or  that  which  is  unthinking  be  a  cause  of  thought  ? 
You  may,  indeed,  if  you  please,  annex  to  the  word  Matter  a 
contrary  meaning  to  what  is  vulgarly  received ;  and  tell  me 
you  understand  by  it  an  unextended,  thinking,  active  being, 
which  is  the  cause  of  our  ideas.  But  what  else  is  this  than 
to  play  with  words,  and  run  into  that  very  fault  you  just  now 
condemned  with  so  much  reason  ?  I  do  by  no  means  find 
fault  with  your  reasoning,  in  that  you  collect  a  cause  from 
the  phenomena :  but  I  deny  that  the  cause  deducible  by 
reason  can  properly  be  termed  Matter. 

Hyl.  There  is  indeed  something  in  what  you  say.  But  I 
am  afraid  you  do  not  thoroughly  comprehend  my  meaning. 
I  would  by  no  means  be  thought  to  deny  that  God,  or  an 
infinite  Spirit,  is  the  Supreme  Cause  of  all  things.  All  I 
contend  for  is,  that,  subordinate  to  the  Supreme  Agent, 
there  is  a  cause  of  a  limited  and  inferior  nature,  which 
concurs  in  the  production  of  our  ideas,  not  by  any  act  of 
will  or  spiritual  efficiency,  but  by  that  kind,  of  action  which 
belongs  to  Matter,  viz.  motion. 

Phil.  I  find  you  are  at  every  turn  relapsing  into  your  old 
exploded  conceit,  of  a  movable,  and  consequently  an  ex- 
tended, substance  existing  without  the  mind.  What !  have 
you  already  forgotten  you  were  convinced,  or  are  you  willing 
I  should  repeat  what  has  been  said  on  that  head  ?  In  truth 
this  is  not  fair  dealing  in  you,  still  to  suppose  the  being  of 
that  which  you  have  so  often  acknowledged  to  have  no  being. 
But,  not  to  insist  farther  on  what  has  been  so  largely  handled, 
I  ask  whether  all  your  ideas  are  not  perfectly  passive  and 
inert,  including  nothing  of  action  in  them. 

Hyl.  They  are. 

Phil.  And  are  sensible  qualities  anything  else  but  ideas  ? 

Hyl.  How  often  have  I  acknowledged  that  they  are  not. 

Phil.  But  is  not  motion  a  sensible  quality  ? 

Hyl.  It  is. 

Phil.  Consequently  it  is  no  action  ? 
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Hyl.  I  agree  with  you.  And  indeed  it  is  very  plain  that 
when  I  stir  my  finger  it  remains  passive  ;  but  my  will  which 
produced  the  motion  is  active. 

Phil.  Now,  I  desire  to  know,  in  the  first  place,  whether, 
motion  being  allowed  to  be  no  action,  you  can  conceive  any 
action  besides  volition  :  and,  in  the  second  place,  whether  to 
say  something  and  conceive  nothing  be  not  to  talk  nonsense  : 
and,  lastly,  whether,  having  considered  the  premises,  you  do 
not  perceive  that  to  suppose  any  efficient  or  active  cause  of 
our  ideas,  other  than  Spirit,  is  highly  absurd  and  unreason- 
able? 

Hyl.  I  give  up  the  point  entirely.  But,  though  Matter 
may  not  be  a  cause,  yet  what  hinders  its  being  an  instrument 
subservient  to  the  supreme  Agent  in  the  production  of  our 
ideas  ? 

Phil.  An  instrument  say  you ;  pray  what  may  be  the 
figure,  springs,  wheels,  and  motions,  of  that  instrument  ? 

Hyl.  Those  I  pretend  to  determine  nothing  of,  both  the 
substance  and  its  qualities  being  entirely  unknown  to  me. 

Phil.  What !  You  are  then  of  opinion  it  is  made  up  of 
unknown  parts,  that  it  hath  unknown  motions,  and  an  un- 
known shape? 

Hyl.  I  do  not  believe  that  it  hath  any  figure  or  motion  at 
all,  being  already  convinced,  that  no  sensible  qualities  can 
exist  in  an  unperceiving  substance. 

Phil.  But  what  notion  is  it  possible  to  frame  of  an  instru- 
ment void  of  all  sensible  qualities,  even  extension  itself? 

Hyl.  I  do  not  pretend  to  have  any  notion  of  it. 

Phi/.  And  what  reason  have  you  to  think  this  unknown, 
this  inconceivable  Somewhat  doth  exist?  Is  it  that  you 
imagine  God  cannot  act  as  well  without  it ;  or  that  you  find 
by  experience  the  use  of  some  such  thing,  when  you  form 
ideas  in  your  own  mind  ? 

Hyl.  You  are  always  teasing  me  for  reasons  of  my  belief. 
Pray  what  reasons  have  you  not  to  believe  it  ? 

Phil.  It  is  to  me  a  sufficient  reason  not  to  believe  the 
existence  of  anything,  if  I  see  no  reason  for  believing  it. 
But,  not  to  insist  on  reasons  for  believing,  you  will  not  so 
much  as  let  me  know  what  it  is  you  would  have  me  believe ; 
since  you  say  you  have  no  manner  of  notion  of  it.  After  all, 
let  me  entreat  you  to  consider  whether  it  be  like  a  philo- 
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sopher,  or  even  like  a  man  of  common  sense,  to  pretend  to 
believe  you  know  not  what,  and  you  know  not  why. 

Hyl.  Hold,  Philonous.  When  I  tell  you  matter  is  an 
instrument,  I  do  not  mean  altogether  nothing.  It  is  true,  I 
know  not  the  particular  kind  of  instrument ;  but,  however, 
I  have  some  notion  of  instrument  in  general,  which  I  apply 
to  it. 

Phil.  But  what  if  it  should  prove  that  there  is  something, 
even  in  the  most  general  notion  of  instrument,  as  taken  in  a 
distinct  sense  from  cause,  which  makes  the  use  of  it  incon- 
sistent with  the  Divine  attributes  ? 

Hyl.  Make  that  appear  and  I  shall  give  up  the  point. 

Phil.  What  mean  you  by  the  general  nature  or  notion  of 
instrument  ? 

Hyl.  That  which  is  common  to  all  particular  instruments 
composeth  the  general  notion. 

Phil.  Is  it  not  common  to  all  instruments,  that  they  are 
applied  to  the  doing  those  things  only  which  cannot  be  per- 
formed by  the  mere  act  of  our  wills  ?  Thus,  for  instance,  I 
never  use  an  instrument  to  move  my  finger,  because  it  is  done 
by  a  volition.  But  I  should  use  one  if  I  were  to  remove  part 
of  a  rock,  or  tear  up  a  tree  by  the  roots.  Are  you  of  the 
same  mind  ?  Or,  can  you  shew  any  example  where  an  in- 
strument is  made  use  of  in  producing  an  effect  immediately 
depending  on  the  will  of  the  agent  ? 

Hyl.  I  own  I  cannot. 

Phil.  How  therefore  can  you  suppose  that  an  all-perfect 
Spirit,  on  whose  will  all  things  have  an  absolute  and  im- 
mediate dependence,  should  need  an  instrument  in  his 
operations,  or,  not  needing  it,  make  use  of  it?  Thus,  it 
seems  to  me  that  you  are  obliged  to  own  the  use  of  a  lifeless 
inactive  instrument  to  be  incompatible  with  the  infinite  per- 
fection of  God ;  that  is,  by  your  own  confession,  to  give  up 
the  point. 

Hyl.  It  doth  not  readily  occur  what  I  can  answer  you. 

Phil.  But,  methinks  you  should  be  ready  to  own  the 
truth,  when  it  hath  been  fairly  proved  to  you.  We  indeed, 
who  are  beings  of  finite  powers,  are  forced  to  make  use  of 
instruments.  And  the  use  of  an  instrument  sheweth  the 
agent  to  be  limited  by  rules  of  another's  prescription,  and 
that  he  cannot  obtain  his  end  but  in  such  a  way,  and  by  such 
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conditions.  Whence  it  seems  a  clear  consequence,  that  the 
supreme  unlimited  Agent  useth  no  tool  or  instrument  at  all. 
The  will  of  an  Omnipotent  Spirit  is  no  sooner  exerted  than 
executed,  without  the  application  of  means — which,  if  they 
are  employed  by  inferior  agents,  it  is  not  upon  account  of 
any  real  efficacy  that  is  in  them,  or  necessary  aptitude  to 
produce  any  effect,  but  merely  in  compliance  with  the  laws 
of  nature,  or  those  conditions  prescribed  to  them  by  the 
First  Cause,  who  is  Himself  above  all  limitation  or  prescrip- 
tion whatsoever. 

Hyl.  I  will  no  longer  maintain  that  Matter  is  an  instru- 
ment. However,  I  would  not  be  understood  to  give  up  its 
existence  neither;  since,  notwithstanding  what  hath  been 
said,  it  may  still  be  an  occasion. 

Phil.  How  many  shapes  is  your  Matter  to  take  ?  Or, 
how  often  must  it  be  proved  not  to  exist,  before  you  are 
content  to  part  with  it  ?  But,  to  say  no  more  of  this  (though 
by  all  the  laws  of  disputation  I  may  justly  blame  you  for  so 
frequently  changing  the  signification  of  the  principal  term) 
I  would  fain  know  what  you  mean  by  affirming  that  matter 
is  an  occasion,  having  already  denied  it  to  be  a  cause.  And, 
when  you  have  shewn  in  what  sense  you  understand  occasion, 
pray,  in  the  next  place,  be  pleased  to  shew  me  what  reason 
induceth  you  to  believe  there  is  such  an  occasion  of  our 
ideas  ? 

Hyl.  As  to  the  first  point :  by  occasion  I  mean  an  inactive 
unthinking  being,  at  the  presence  whereof  God  excites  ideas 
in  our  minds. 

Phil.  And  what  may  be  the  nature  of  that  inactive  un- 
thinking being? 

Hyl.  I  know  nothing  of  its  nature. 

Phil.  Proceed  then  to  the  second  point,  and  assign  some 
reason  why  we  should  allow  an  existence  to  this  inactive, 
unthinking,  unknown  thing. 

Hyl.  When  we  see  ideas  produced  in  our  minds  after  an 
orderly  and  constant  manner,  it  is  natural  to  think  they  have 
some  fixed  and  regular  occasions,  at  the  presence  of  which 
they  are  excited. 

Phil.  You  acknowledge  then  God  alone  to  be  the  cause 
of  our  ideas,  and  that  He  causes  them  at  the  presence  of 
those  occasions. 
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Hyl.  That  is  my  opinion. 

Phil.  Those  things  which  you  say  are  present  to  God, 
without  doubt  He  perceives. 

Hyl,  Certainly ;  otherwise  they  could  not  be  to  Him  an 
occasion  of  acting. 

Phil.  Not  to  insist  now  on  your  making  sense  of  this 
hypothesis,  or  answering  all  the  puzzling  questions  and  dif- 
ficulties it  is  liable  to :  I  only  ask  whether  the  order  and 
regularity  observable  in  the  series  of  our  ideas,  or  the 
course  of  nature,  be  not  sufficiently  accounted  for  by  the 
wisdom  and  power  of  God;  and  whether  it  doth  not  de- 
rogate from  those  attributes,  to  suppose  He  is  influenced, 
directed,  or  put  in  mind,  when  and  what  He  is  to  act,  by  an 
unthinking  substance  ?  And,  lastly,  whether,  in  case  I 
granted  all  you  contend  for,  it  would  make  anything  to  your 
purpose,  it  not  being  easy  to  conceive  how  the  external 
or  absolute  existence  of  an  unthinking  substance,  distinct 
from  its  being  perceived,  can  be  inferred  from  my  allowing 
that  there  are  certain  things  perceived  by  the  mind  of 
God,  which  are  to  Him  the  occasion  of  producing  ideas  in 
us? 

Hyl.  I  am  perfectly  at  a  loss  what  to  think,  this  notion  of 
occasion  seeming  now  altogether  as  groundless  as  the  rest. 

Phil.  Do  you  not  at  length  perceive  that  in  all  these 
different  acceptations  of  Matter,  you  have  been  only  sup- 
posing you  know  not  what,  for  no  manner  of  reason,  and  to 
no  kind  of  use  ? 

Hyl.  I  freely  own  myself  less  fond  of  my  notions  since 
they  have  been  so  accurately  examined.  But  still,  methinks, 
I  have  some  confused  perception  that  there  is  such  a  thing 
as  Matter. 

Phil.  Either  you  perceive  the  being  of  Matter  immediately, 
or  mediately.  If  immediately,  pray  inform  me  by  which  of 
the  senses  you  perceive  it.  If  mediately,  let  me  know  by 
what  reasoning  it  is  inferred  from  those  things  which  you 
perceive  immediately.  So  much  for  the  perception.  Then 
for  the  Matter  itself,  I  ask  whether  it  is  object,  substratum, 
cause,  instrument,  or  occasion  ?  You  have  already  pleaded 
for  each  of  these,  shifting  your  notions,  and  making  Matter 
to  appear  sometimes  in  one  shape,  then  in  another.  And 
what  you  have  offered  hath  been  disapproved  and  rejected  by 

I.  A  A 
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yourself.  If  you  have  anything  new  to  advance  I  would 
gladly  hear  it. 

Hyl.  I  think  I  have  already  offered  all  I  had  to  say  on 
those  heads.     I  am  at  a  loss  what  more  to  urge. 

Phil.  And  yet  you  are  loath  to  part  with  your  old  pre- 
judice. But,  to  make  you  quit  it  more  easily,  I  desire  that, 
beside  what  has  been  hitherto  suggested,  you  will  farther 
consider  whether,  upon  supposition  that  Matter  exists,  you 
can  possibly  conceive  how  you  should  be  affected  by  it  ? 
Or,  supposing  it  did  not  exist,  whether  it  be  not  evident  you 
might  for  all  that  be  affected  with  the  same  ideas  you  now 
are,  and  consequently  have  the  very  same  reasons  to  believe 
its  existence  that  you  now  can  have  ? 

Hyl.  I  acknowledge  it  is  possible  we  might  perceive  all 
things  just  as  we  do  now,  though  there  was  no  Matter  in  the 
world ;  neither  can  I  conceive,  if  there  be  Matter,  how  it 
should  produce  any  idea  in  our  minds.  And,  I  do  farther 
grant  you  have  entirely  satisfied  me  that  it  is  impossible 
there  should  be  such  a  thing  as  Matter  in  any  of  the  fore- 
going acceptations.  But  still  I  cannot  help  supposing  that 
there  is  Matter  in  some  sense  or  other.  What  that  is  I  do 
not  indeed  pretend  to  determine. 

Phil.  I  do  not  expect  you  should  define  exactly  the  nature 
of  that  unknown  being.  Only  be  pleased  to  tell  me  whether 
it  is  a  Substance — and  if  so,  whether  you  can  suppose  a 
substance  without  accidents ;  or,  in  case  you  suppose  it  to 
have  accidents  or  qualities,  I  desire  you  will  let  me  know 
what  those  qualities  are,  at  least  what  is  meant  by  Matter's 
supporting  them  ? 

Hyl.  We  have  already  argued  on  those  points.  I  have  no 
more  to  say  to  them.  But,  to  prevent  any  farther  questions, 
let  me  tell  you  I  at  present  understand  by  Matter  neither 
substance  nor  accident,  thinking  nor  extended  being,  neither 
cause,  instrument,  nor  occasion,  but  something  entirely  un- 
known, distinct  from  all  these. 

Phil.  It  seems  then  you  include  in  your  present  notion  of 
Matter  nothing  but  the  general  abstract  idea  of  entity. 

Hyl.  Nothing  else,  save  only  that  I  superadd  to  this 
general  idea  the  negation  of  all  those  particular  things, 
qualities,  or  ideas,  that  I  perceive,  imagine,  or  in  anywise 
apprehend. 
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Phil.  Pray  where  do  you  suppose  this  unknown  Matter  to 
exist  ? 

Hyl.  Oh  Philonous  1  now  you  think  you  have  entangled 
me ;  for,  if  I  say  it  exists  in  place  then  you  will  infer  that  it 
exists  in  the  mind,  since  it  is  agreed  that  place  or  extension 
exists  only  in  the  mind :  but  I  am  not  ashamed  to  own  my 
ignorance.  I  know  not  where  it  exists  ;  only  I  am  sure  it 
exists  not  in  place.  There  is  a  negative  answer  for  you. 
And  you  must  expect  no  other  to  all  the  questions  you  put 
for  the  future  about  Matter. 

Phil.  Since  you  will  not  tell  me  where  it  exists,  be  pleased 
to  inform  me  after  what  manner  you  suppose  it  to  exist,  or 
what  you  mean  by  its  existence  ? 

Hyl.  It  neither  thinks  nor  acts,  neither  perceives  nor  is 
perceived. 

Phil.  But  what  is  there  positive  in  your  abstracted  notion 
of  its  existence  ? 

Hyl.  Upon  a  nice  observation,  I  do  not  find  I  have  any 
positive  notion  or  meaning  at  all.  I  tell  you  again,  I  am  not 
ashamed  to  own  my  ignorance.  I  know  not  what  is  meant 
by  its  existence,  or  how  it  exists. 

Phil.  Continue,  good  Hylas  to  act  the  same  ingenuous 
part,  and  tell  me  sincerely  whether  you  can  frame  a  distinct 
idea  of  Entity  in  general,  prescinded  from  and  exclusive  of 
all  thinking  and  corporeal  beings,  all  particular  things  what- 
soever. 

Hyl.  Hold,  let  me  think  a  little 1  profess,  Philonous, 

I  do  not  find  that  I  can.  At  first  glance,  methought  I  had 
some  dilute  and  airy  notion  of  pure  Entity  in  abstract ;  but, 
upon  closer  attention,  it  hath  quite  vanished  out  of  sight. 
The  more  I  think  on  it,  the  more  am  I  confirmed  in  my 
prudent  resolution  of  giving  none  but  negative  answers,  and 
not  pretending  to  the  least  degree  of  any  positive  knowledge 
or  conception  of  Matter,  its  where,  its  how,  its  entity,  or 
anything  belonging  to  it. 

Phil.  When,  therefore,  you  speak  of  the  existence  of 
Matter,  you  have  not  any  notion  in  your  mind  ? 

Hyl.  None  at  all. 

Phil.  Pray  tell  me  if  the  case  stands  not  thus  : — at  first, 
from  a  belief  of  material  substance,  you  would  have  it  that 
the  immediate  objects  existed  without  the  mind ;  then  that 


356  THE  SECOND  DIALOGUE 

they  are  archetypes ;  then  causes  ;  next  instruments  ;  then 
occasions :  lastly,  something  in  genera/,  which  being  inter- 
preted proves  not/u'ng.  So  Matter  comes  to  nothing.  What 
think  you,  Hylas,  is  not  this  a  fair  summary  of  your  whole 
proceeding  ? 

Hyl.  Be  that  as  it  will,  yet  I  still  insist  upon  it,  that  our 
not  being  able  to  conceive  a  thing  is  no  argument  against  its 
existence. 

Phil.  That  from  a  cause,  effect,  operation,  sign,  or  other 
circumstance  there  may  reasonably  be  inferred  the  existence 
of  a  thing  not  immediately  perceived ;  and  that  it  were 
absurd  for  any  man  to  argue  against  the  existence  of  that 
thing,  from  his  having  no  direct  and  positive  notion  of  it,  I 
freely  own.  But,  where  there  is  nothing  of  all  this ;  where 
neither  reason  nor  revelation  induces  us  to  believe  the 
existence  of  a  thing ;  where  we  have  not  even  a  relative 
notion  of  it ;  where  an  abstraction  is  made  from  perceiving 
and  being  perceived,  from  Spirit  and  idea :  lastly,  where 
there  is  not  so  much  as  the  most  inadequate  or  faint  idea  pre- 
tended to  :  I  will  not  indeed  thence  conclude  against  the 
reality  of  any  notion,  or  existence  of  anything;  but  my 
inference  shall  be,  that  you  mean  nothing  at  all ;  that  you 
employ  words  to  no  manner  of  purpose,  without  any  design 
or  signification  whatsoever.  And  I  leave  it  to  you  to  consider 
how  mere  jargon  should  be  treated. 

Hyl.  To  deal  frankly  with  you,  Philonous,  your  arguments 
seem  in  themselves  unanswerable;  but  they  have  not  so 
great  an  effect  on  me  as  to  produce  that  entire  conviction, 
that  hearty  acquiescence,  which  attends  demonstration.  I 
find  myself  still  relapsing  into  an  obscure  surmise  of  I  know 
not  what,  matter. 

Phil.  But,  are  you  not  sensible,  Hylas,  that  two  things 
must  concur  to  take  away  all  scruple,  and  work  a  plenary 
assent  in  the  mind  ?  Let  a  visible  object  be  set  in  never  so 
clear  a  light,  yet,  if  there  is  any  imperfection  in  the  sight,  or 
if  the  eye  is  not  directed  towards  it,  it  will  not  be  distinctly 
seen.  And,  though  a  demonstration  be  never  so  well 
grounded  and  fairly  proposed,  yet,  if  there  is  withal  a  stain 
of  prejudice,  or  a  wrong  bias  on  the  understanding,  can  it  be 
expected  on  a  sudden  to  perceive  clearly  and  adhere  firmly 
to  the  truth  ?     No,  there  is  need  of  time  and  pains :  the 
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attention  must  be  awakened  and  detained  by  a  frequent  repeti- 
tion of  the  same  thing  placed  oft  in  the  same,  oft  in  different 
lights.  I  have  said  it  already,  and  find  I  must  still  repeat  and 
inculcate,  that  it  is  an  unaccountable  licence  you  take,  in  pre- 
tending to  maintain  you  know  not  what,  for  you  know  not  what 
reason,  to  you  know  not  what  purpose.  Can  this  be  paralleled 
in  any  art  or  science,  any  sect  or  profession  of  men  ?  Or  is 
there  anything  so  barefacedly  groundless  and  unreasonable 
to  be  met  with  even  in  the  lowest  of  common  conversation  ? 
But,  perhaps  you  will  still  say,  Matter  may  exist ;  though  at 
the  same  time  you  neither  know  what  is  meant  by  Matter,  or 
by  its  existence.  This  indeed  is  surprising,  and  the  more  so 
because  it  is  altogether  voluntary,  you  not  being  led  to  it  by 
any  one  reason;  for  I  challenge  you  to  shew  me  that  thing 
in  nature  which  needs  matter  to  explain  or  account  for  it. 

Hyl.  The  reality  of  things  cannot  be  maintained  without 
supposing  the  existence  of  Matter.  And  is  not  this,  think 
you,  a  good  reason  why  I  should  be  earnest  in  its  defence  ? 

Phil.  The  reality  of  things  !  What  things,  sensible  or  in- 
telligible ? 

Hyl.  Sensible  things. 

Phil.  My  glove,  for  example  ? 

Hyl.  That  or  any  other  thing  perceived  by  the  senses. 

Phil.  But  to  fix  on  some  particular  thing ;  is  it  not  a 
sufficient  evidence  to  me  of  the  existence  of  this  glove,  that  I 
see  it,  and  feel  it,  and  wear  it  ?  Or,  if  this  will  not  do,  how  is  it 
possible  I  should  be  assured  of  the  reality  of  this  thing,  which  I 
actually  see  in  this  place,  by  supposing  that  some  unknown 
thing,  which  I  never  did  or  can  see,  exists  after  an  unknown 
manner,  in  an  unknown  place,  or  in  no  place  at  all  ?  How 
can  the  supposed  reality  of  that  which  is  intangible  be  a 
proof  that  anything  tangible  really  exists  ?  Or,  of  that  which 
is  invisible,  that  any  visible  thing,  or,  in  general  of  anything 
which  is  imperceptible,  that  a  perceptible  exists  ?  Do  but 
explain  this  and  I  shall  think  nothing  too  hard  for  you. 

Hyl.  Upon  the  whole,  I  am  content  to  own  the  existence 
of  Matter  is  highly  improbable ;  but  the  direct  and  absolute 
impossibility  of  it  does  not  appear  to  me. 

Phil.  But,  granting  Matter  to  be  possible,  yet,  upon  that 
account  merely,  it  can  have  no  more  claim  to  existence  than 
a  golden  mountain  or  a  centaur. 
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Hyl.  I  acknowledge  it ;  but  still  you  do  not  deny  it  is 
possible  ;  and  that  which  is  possible,  for  aught  you  know, 
may  actually  exist. 

Phil.  I  deny  it  to  be  possible ;  and  have,  if  I  mistake 
not,  evidently  proved,  from  your  own  concessions,  that  it  is 
not.  In  the  common  sense  of  the  word  Matter,  is  there 
any  more  implied  than  an  extended,  solid,  figured,  movable 
substance  existing  without  the  mind  ?  And  have  not  you 
acknowledged,  over  and  over,  that  you  have  seen  evident 
reason  for  denying  the  possibility  of  such  a  substance  ? 

Hyl.  True,  but  that  is  only  one  sense  of  the  term  Matter. 

Phil.  But,  is  it  not  the  only  proper  genuine  received 
sense  ?  and,  if  Matter  in  such  a  sense  be  proved  impossible, 
may  it  not  be  thought  with  good  grounds  absolutely  im- 
possible ?  Else  how  could  anything  be  proved  impossible  ? 
Or,  indeed,  how  could  there  be  any  proof  at  all  one  way  or 
other,  to  a  man  who  takes  the  liberty  to  unsettle  and  change 
the  common  signification  of  words  ? 

Hyl.  I  thought  philosophers  might  be  allowed  to  speak 
more  accurately  than  the  vulgar,  and  were  not  always  con- 
fined to  the  common  acceptation  of  a  term. 

Phil.  But  this  now  mentioned  is  the  common  received 
sense  among  philosophers  themselves.  But,  not  to  insist  on 
that,  have  you  not  been  allowed  to  take  Matter  in  what  sense 
you  pleased  ?  And  have  you  not  used  this  privilege  in  the 
utmost  extent,  sometimes  entirely  changing,  at  others  leaving 
out  or  putting  into  the  definition  of  it  whatever,  for  the 
present,  best  served  your  design,  contrary  to  all  the  known 
rules  of  reason  and  logic  ?  And  hath  not  this  shifting,  unfair 
method  of  yours  spun  out  our  dispute  to  an  unnecessary 
length  ;  Matter  having  been  particularly  examined,  and  by 
your  own  confession  refuted  in  each  of  those  senses  ?  And 
can  any  more  be  required  to  prove  the  absolute  impossibility 
of  a  thing,  than  the  proving  it  impossible  in  every  particular 
sense  that  either  you  or  any  one  else  understands  it  in  ? 

Hyl.  But  I  am  not  so  thoroughly  satisfied  that  you  have 
proved  the  impossibility  of  matter,  in  the  last  most  obscure 
abstracted  and  indefinite  sense. 

Phil.  When  is  a  thing  shewn  to  be  impossible  ? 

Hyl.  When  a  repugnancy  is  demonstrated  between  the 
ideas  comprehended  in  its  definition. 
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Phil.  But  where  there  are  no  ideas,  there  no  repugnancy 
can  be  demonstrated  between  ideas  ? 

Hyl.  I  agree  with  you. 

Phil.  Now,  in  that  which  you  call  the  obscure  indefinite 
sense  of  the  word  Matter,  it  is  plain,  by  your  own  confes- 
sion, there  was  included  no  idea  at  all,  no  sense  except  an 
unknown  sense,  which  is  the  same  thing  as  none.  You  are 
not,  therefore,  to  expect  I  should  prove  a  repugnancy  be- 
tween ideas,  where  there  are  no  ideas  :  or  the  impossibility 
of  Matter  taken  in  an  unknown  sense,  that  is,  no  sense  at  all. 
My  business  was  only  to  shew  you  meant  nothing;  and  this 
you  were  brought  to  own.  So  that,  in  all  your  various 
senses,  you  have  been  shewed  either  to  mean  nothing  at  all, 
or,  if  anything,  an  absurdity.  And  if  this  be  not  sufficient  to 
prove  the  impossibility  of  a  thing,  I  desire  you  will  let  me 
know  what  it  is. 

Hyl.  I  acknowledge  you  have  proved  that  Matter  is  im- 
possible ;  nor  do  I  see  what  more  can  be  said  in  defence  of 
it.  But,  at  the  same  time  that  I  give  up  this,  I  suspect  all  my 
other  notions.  For  surely  none  could  be  more  seemingly 
evident  than  this  once  was :  and  yet  it  now  seems  as  false 
and  absurd  as  ever  it  did  true  before.  But  I  think  we  have 
discussed  the  point  sufficiently  for  the  present.  The  remain- 
ing part  of  the  day  I  would  willingly  spend  in  running  over 
in  my  thoughts  the  several  heads  of  this  morning's  conversa 
tion,  and  to-morrow  shall  be  glad  to  meet  you  here  again 
about  the  same  time. 

Phil.  I  will  not  fail  to  attend  you. 
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Philonous. 

TELL  me,  Hylas,  what  are  the  fruits  of  yesterday's  medi- 
tation ?  Hath  it  confirmed  you  in  the  same  mind  you 
were  in  at  parting  ?  or  have  you  since  seen  cause  to  change 
your  opinion  ? 

Hylas.  Truly  my  opinion  is  that  all  our  opinions  are  alike 
vain  and  uncertain.  What  we  approve  to-day,  we  condemn 
to-morrow.  We  keep  a  stir  about  knowledge,  and  spend  our 
lives  in  the  pursuit  of  it,  when,  alas  !  we  know  nothing  all  the 
while :  nor  do  I  think  it  possible  for  us  ever  to  know  any- 
thing in  this  life.  Our  faculties  are  too  narrow  and  too  few. 
Nature  certainly  never  intended  us  for  speculation. 

Phil.  What!  say  you  we  can  know  nothing,  Hylas? 

Hyl.  There  is  not  that  single  thing  in  the  world  whereof 
we  can  know  the  real  nature,  or  what  it  is  in  itself. 

Phil.  Will  you  tell  me  I  do  not  really  know  what  fire  or 
water  is  ? 

Hyl.  You  may  indeed  know  that  fire  appears  hot,  and 
water  fluid  ;  but  this  is  no  more  than  knowing  what  sensations 
are  produced  in  your  own  mind,  upon  the  application  of  fire 
and  water  to  your  organs  of  sense.  Their  internal  constitu- 
tion, their  true  and  real  nature,  you  are  utterly  in  the  dark  as 
to  that. 

Phil.  Do  I  not  know  this  to  be  a  real  stone  that  I  stand 
on,  and  that  which  I  see  before  my  eyes  to  be  a  real  tree  ? 

Hyl.  Know  1  No,  it  is  impossible  you  or  any  man  alive 
should  know  it.  All  you  know  is,  that  you  have  such  a  cer- 
tain idea  or  appearance  in  your  own  mind.  But  what  is  this 
to  the  real  tree  or  stone  ?  I  tell  you  that  colour,  figure,  and 
hardness,  which  you  perceive,  are  not  the  real  natures  of  those 
things,  or  in  the  least  like  them.     The  same  may  be  said  of 
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all  other  real  things  or  corporeal  substances  which  compose 
the  world.  They  have  none  of  them  anything  of  themselves, 
like  those  sensible  qualities  by  us  perceived.  We  should  not 
therefore  pretend  to  affirm  or  know  anything  of  them,  as  they 
are  in  their  own  nature. 

Phil.  But  surely,  Hylas,  I  can  distinguish  gold,  for  ex- 
ample, from  iron  :  and  how  could  this  be,  if  I  knew  not  what 
either  truly  was  ? 

Hyl.  Believe  me,  Philonous,  you  can  only  distinguish  be- 
tween your  own  ideas.  That  yellowness,  that  weight,  and 
other  sensible  qualities,  think  you  they  are  really  in  the  gold  ? 
They  are  only  relative  to  the  senses  and  have  no  absolute 
existence  in  nature.  And  in  pretending  to  distinguish  the 
species  of  real  things,  by  the  appearances  in  your  mind,  you 
may  perhaps  act  as  wisely  as  he  that  should  conclude  two 
men  were  of  a  different  species,  because  their  clothes  were  not 
of  the  same  colour. 

Phil.  It  seems,  then,  we  are  altogether  put  off  with  the 
appearances  of  things,  and  those  false  ones  too.  The  very 
meat  I  eat,  and  the  cloth  I  wear,  have  nothing  in  them  like 
what  I  see  and  feel. 

Hyl.  Even  so. 

Phil.  But  is  it  not  strange  the  whole  world  should  be  thus 
imposed  on,  and  so  foolish  as  to  believe  their  senses  ?  And 
yet  I  know  not  how  it  is,  but  men  eat,  and  drink,  and  sleep, 
and  perform  all  the  offices  of  life,  as  comfortably  and  con- 
veniently as  if  they  really  knew  the  things  they  are  conversant 
about. 

Hyl.  They  do  so  :  but  you  know  ordinary  practice  does 
not  require  a  nicety  of  speculative  knowledge.  Hence  the 
vulgar  retain  their  mistakes,  and  for  all  that  make  a  shift  to 
bustle  through  the  affairs  of  life.  But  philosophers  know 
better  things. 

Phil.  You  mean,  they  know  that  they  know  nothing. 

Hyl.  That  is  the  very  top  and  perfection  of  human  know- 
ledge. 

Phil.  But  are  you  all  this  while  in  earnest,  Hylas ;  and 
are  you  seriously  persuaded  that  you  know  nothing  real  in  the 
world  ?  Suppose  you  are  going  to  write,  would  you  not  call 
for  pen,  ink,  and  paper,  like  another  man ;  and  do  you  not 
know  what  it  is  you  call  for  ? 
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Hyl.  How  often  must  I  tell  you,  that  I  know  not  the  real 
nature  of  any  one  thing  in  the  universe  ?  I  may  indeed  upon 
occasion  make  use  of  pen,  ink,  and  paper.  But,  what  any 
one  of  them  is  in  its  own  true  nature,  I  declare  positively  I 
know  not.  And  the  same  is  true  with  regard  to  every  other 
corporeal  thing.  And,  what  is  more,  we  are  not  only  ignorant 
of  the  true  and  real  nature  of  things,  but  even  of  their  exist- 
ence. It  cannot  be  denied  that  we  perceive  such  certain 
appearances  or  ideas  ;  but  it  cannot  be  concluded  from 
thence  that  bodies  really  exist.  Nay,  now  I  think  on  it,  I 
must,  agreeably  to  my  former  concessions,  farther  declare 
that  it  is  impossible  any  real  corporeal  thing  should  exist  in 
nature. 

Phil.  You  amaze  me.  Was  ever  anything  more  wild  and 
extravagant  than  the  notions  you  now  maintain  :  and  is  it  not 
evident  you  are  led  into  all  these  extravagances  by  the  belief 
of  material  substance  ?  This  makes  you  dream  of  those  un- 
known natures  in  everything.  It  is  this  occasions  your  dis- 
tinguishing between  the  reality  and  sensible  appearances  of 
things.  It  is  to  this  you  are  indebted  for  being  ignorant  of 
what  everybody  else  knows  perfectly  well.  Nor  is  this  all : 
you  are  not  only  ignorant  of  the  true  nature  of  everything, 
but  you  know  not  whether  any  thing  really  exists,  or  whether 
there  are  any  true  natures  at  all ;  forasmuch  as  you  attribute 
to  your  material  beings  an  absolute  or  external  existence, 
wherein  you  suppose  their  reality  consists.  And,  as  you  are 
forced  in  the  end  to  acknowledge  such  an  existence  means 
either  a  direct  repugnancy,  or  nothing  at  all,  it  follows  that 
you  are  obliged  to  pull  down  your  own  hypothesis  of  material 
Substance,  and  positively  to  deny  the  real  existence  of  any 
part  of  the  universe.  And  so  you  are  plunged  into  the 
deepest  and  most  deplorable  Scepticism  that  ever  man  was. 
Tell  me,  Hylas,  is  it  not  as  I  say  ? 

Hyl.  I  agree  with  you.  Material  substance  was  no  more 
than  an  hypothesis,  and  a  false  and  groundless  one  too.  I 
will  no  longer  spend  my  breath  in  defence  of  it.  But,  what- 
ever hypothesis  you  advance,  or  whatsoever  scheme  of  things 
you  introduce  in  its  stead,  I  doubt  not  it  will  appear  every 
whit  as  false  :  let  me  but  be  allowed  to  question  you  upon  it. 
That  is,  suffer  me  to  serve  you  in  your  own  kind,  and  I 
warrant  it  shall  conduct  you  through  as  many  perplexities  and 
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contradictions,  to  the  very  same  state  of  Scepticism  that  I 
myself  am  in  at  present. 

Phil.  I  assure  you,  ffylas,  I  do  not  pretend  to  frame  any 
hypothesis  at  all.     I  am  of  a  vulgar  cast,  simple  enough  to 
believe  my  senses,  and  leave  things  as  I  find  them.     To  be 
plain,  it  is  my  opinion  that  the  real  things  are  those  very 
things  I  see  and  feel,  and  perceive  by  my  senses.     These  I 
know,  and,  finding  they  answer  all  the  necessities  and  pur- 
poses of  life,  have  no  reason  to  be  solicitous  about  any  other 
unknown  beings.     A  piece  of  sensible  bread,  for  instance, 
would  stay  my  stomach  better  than  ten  thousand  times  as 
much  of  that  insensible,  unintelligible,  real  bread  you  speak 
of.     It  is  likewise  my  opinion  that  colours  and  other  sensible 
qualities  are  on  the  objects.     I  cannot  for  my  life  help  think- 
ing that  snow  is  white,  and  fire  hot.     You  indeed,  who  by 
snow  and  fire  mean  certain  external,  unperceived,  unperceiv- 
ing  substances,  are  in  the  right  to  deny  whiteness  or  heat  to 
be  affections  inherent  in  them.     But  I,  who  understand  by 
those  words  the  things  I  see  and  feel,  am  obliged  to  think 
like  other  folks.     And,  as  I  am  no  sceptic  with  regard  to  the 
nature  of  things,  so  neither  am  I  as  to  their  existence.     That 
a  thing  should  be  really  perceived  by  my  senses,  and  at  the 
same  time  not  really  exist,  is  to  me  a  plain  contradiction ; 
since  I  cannot  prescind  or  abstract,  even  in  thought,  the  ex- 
istence of  a  sensible  thing  from  its  being  perceived.     Wood, 
stones,  fire,  water,  flesh,  iron,  and  the  like  things,  which  I 
name  and  discourse  of,   are  things  that  I  know.     And  I 
should  not  have  known  them  but  that  I  perceived  them  by 
my  senses ;  and  things  perceived  by  the  senses  are  immedi- 
ately perceived  ;  and  things  immediately  perceived  are  ideas  ; 
and  ideas  cannot  exist  without  the  mind ;  their  existence 
therefore  consists  in  being  perceived ;  when,  therefore,  they 
are  actually  perceived  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  their  exist- 
ence.     Away  then  with  all  that  Scepticism,  all  those  ridi- 
culous philosophical  doubts.      What  a  jest  is  it  for  a  philo- 
sopher to  question  the  existence  of  sensible  things,  till  he  hath 
it  proved  to  him  from  the  veracity  of  God  ;  or  to  pretend  our 
knowledge  in  this  point  falls  short  of  intuition  or  demon- 
stration !     I  might  as  well  doubt  of  my  own  being,  as  of  the 
being  of  those  things  I  actually  see  and  feel. 
Hyl.  Not  so  fast,  Philonous:  you  say  you  cannot  conceive 
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how  sensible  things  should  exist  without  the  mind.  Do  you 
not? 

Phil.  I  do. 

Hyl.  Supposing  you  were  annihilated,  cannot  you  conceive 
it  possible  that  things  perceivable  by  sense  may  still  exist  ? 

Phil.  I  can ;  but  then  it  must  be  in  another  mind.  When 
I  deny  sensible  things  an  existence  out  of  the  mind,  I  do  not 
mean  my  mind  in  particular,  but  all  minds.  Now,  it  is  plain 
they  have  an  existence  exterior  to  my  mind ;  since  I  find 
them  by  experience  to  be  independent  of  it.  There  is  there- 
fore some  other  mind  wherein  they  exist,  during  the  intervals 
between  the  times  of  my  perceiving  them :  as  likewise  they 
did  before  my  birth,  and  would  do  after  my  supposed 
annihilation.  And,  as  the  same  is  true  with  regard  to  all 
other  finite  created  spirits,  it  necessarily  follows  there  is  an 
omnipresent  eternal  Mind,  which  knows  and  comprehends  all 
things,  and  exhibits  them  to  our  view  in  such  a  manner,  and 
according  to  such  rules,  as  He  Himself  hath  ordained,  and 
are  by  us  termed  the  laws  of  nature. 

Hyl.  Answer  me,  Philonous.  Are  all  our  ideas  per- 
fectly inert  beings?  Or  have  they  any  agency  included  in 
them? 

Phil.  They  are  altogether  passive  and  inert. 

Hyl.  And  is  not  God  an  agent,  a  being  purely  active  ? 

Phil.  I  acknowledge  it. 

Hyl.  No  idea  therefore  can  like  be  unto,  or  represent  the 
nature  of  God  ? 

Phil.  It  cannot. 

Hyl.  Since  therefore  you  have  no  idea  of  the  mind  of  God, 
how  can  you  conceive  it  possible  that  things  should  exist  in 
His  mind  ?  Or,  if  you  can  conceive  the  mind  of  God, 
without  having  an  idea  of  it,  why  may  not  I  be  allowed  to 
conceive  the  existence  of  Matter,  notwithstanding  I  have  no 
idea  of  it  ? 

Phil.  As  to  your  first  question  :  I  own  I  have  properly  no 
idea,  either  of  God  or  any  other  spirit ;  for  these  being  active, 
cannot  be  represented  by  things  perfectly  inert,  as  our  ideas 
are.  I  do  nevertheless  know  that  I,  whom  am  a  spirit  or 
thinking  substance,  exist  as  certainly  as  I  know  my  ideas  exist. 
Farther,  I  know  what  I  mean  by  the  terms  /  and  myself ;  and 
I  know  this  immediately  or  intuitively,  though  I  do  not  per- 
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ceive  it  as  I  perceive  a  triangle,  a  colour,  or  a  sound.  The 
Mind,  Spirit,  or  Soul  is  that  indivisible  unextended  thing 
which  thinks,  acts,  and  perceives.  I  say  indivisible,  because 
unextended ;  and  unextended,  because  extended,  figured, 
movable  things  are  ideas ;  and  that  which  perceives  ideas, 
which  thinks  and  wills,  is  plainly  itself  no  idea,  nor  like  an 
idea.  Ideas  are  things  inactive,  and  perceived.  And  Spirits 
a  sort  of  beings  altogether  different  from  them.  I  do  not 
therefore  say  my  soul  is  an  idea,  or  like  an  idea.  How- 
ever, taking  the  word  idea  in  a  large  sense,  my  soul  may  be 
said  to  furnish  me  with  an  idea,  that  is,  an  image  or  like- 
ness of  God,  though  indeed  extremely  inadequate.  For  all 
the  notion  I  have  of  God  is  obtained  by  reflexion  on  my 
own  soul,  heightening  its  powers,  and  removing  its  imper- 
fections. I  have,  therefore,  though  not  an  inactive  idea,  yet 
in  myse/f  some  sort  of  an  active  thinking  image  of  the  Deity. 
And,  though  I  perceive  Him  not  by  sense,  yet  I  have  a 
notion  of  Him,  or  know  Him  by  reflexion  and  reasoning. 
My  own  mind  and  my  own  ideas  I  have  an  immediate 
knowledge  of;  and,  by  the  help  of  these,  do  mediately 
apprehend  the  possibility  of  the  existence  of  other  spirits  and 
ideas.  Farther,  from  my  own  being,  and  from  the  depend- 
ency I  find  in  myself  and  my  ideas,  I  do,  by  an  act  of  reason, 
necessarily  infer  the  existence  of  a  God,  and  of  all  created 
things  in  the  mind  of  God.  So  much  for  your  first  question. 
For  the  second  :  I  suppose  by  this  time  you  can  answer  it 
yourself.  For  you  neither  perceive  Matter  objectively,  as 
you  do  an  inactive  being  or  idea ;  nor  know  it,  as  you  do 
yourself,  by  a  reflex  act ;  neither  do  you  mediately  apprehend 
it  by  similitude  of  the  one  or  the  other  ;  nor  yet  collect  it  by 
reasoning  from  that  which  you  know  immediately.  All  which 
makes  the  case  of  Matter  widely  different  from  that  of  the 
Deity. 

Hyl.  You  say  your  own  soul  supplies  you  with  some  sort 
of  an  idea  or  image  of  God.  But,  at  the  same  time,  you 
acknowledge  you  have,  properly  speaking,  no  idea  of  your 
own  soul.  You  even  affirm  that  spirits  are  a  sort  of  beings 
altogether  different  from  ideas.     Consequently  that  no  idea 

1  The  two  speeches  each  of  ' '  Hylas  and  Philonous "  which  follow, 
were  added  to  the  last  edition. 
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can  be  like  a  spirit.  We  have  therefore  no  idea  of  any  spirit. 
You  admit  nevertheless  that  there  is  spiritual  Substance, 
although  you  have  no  idea  of  it ;  while  you  deny  there  can 
be  such  a  thing  as  material  Substance,  because  you  have  no 
notion  or  idea  of  it.  Is  this  fair  dealing  ?  To  act  consistently, 
you  must  either  admit  Matter  or  reject  Spirit.  What  say  you 
to  this  ? 

Phil.  I  say,  in  the  first  place,  that  I  do  not  deny  the 
existence  of  material  substance,  merely  because  I  have 
no  notion  of  it,  but  because  the  notion  of  it  is  incon- 
sistent ;  or,  in  other  words,  because  it  is  repugnant  that 
there  should  be  a  notion  of  it.  Many  things,  for  aught  I 
know,  may  exist,  whereof  neither  I  nor  any  other  man  hath 
or  can  have  any  idea  or  notion  whatsoever.  But  then  those 
things  must  be  possible,  that  is,  nothing  inconsistent  must  be 
included  in  their  definition.  I  say,  secondly,  that,  although 
we  believe  things  to  exist  which  we  do  not  perceive,  yet  we  may 
not  believe  that  any  particular  thing  exists,  without  some  rea- 
son for  such  belief:  but  I  have  no  reason  for  believing  the 
existence  of  Matter.  I  have  no  immediate  intuition  thereof: 
neither  can  I  immediately  from  my  sensations,  ideas,  notions, 
actions,  or  passions,  infer  an  unthinking,  unperceiving,  in- 
active Substance,  either  by  probable  deduction,  or  necessary 
consequence.  Whereas  the  being  of  my  Self,  that  is,  my 
own  soul,  mind,  or  thinking  principle,  I  evidently  know  by 
reflexion.  You  will  forgive  me  if  I  repeat  the  same  things 
in  answer  to  the  same  objections.  In  the  very  notion  or 
definition  of  material  Substance,  there  is  included  a  manifest 
repugnance  and  inconsistency.  But  this  cannot  be  said  of 
the  notion  of  Spirit.  That  ideas  should  exist  in  what  doth 
not  perceive,  or  be  produced  by  what  doth  not  act,  is  repug- 
nant. But,  it  is  no  repugnancy  to  say  that  a  perceiving  thing 
should  be  the  subject  of  ideas,  or  an  active  thing  the  cause 
of  them.  It  is  granted  we  have  neither  an  immediate  evid- 
ence nor  a  demonstrative  knowledge  of  the  existence  of 
other  finite  spirits  ;  but  it  will  not  thence  follow  that  such 
spirits  are  on  a  foot  with  material  substances  :  if  to  suppose 
the  one  be  inconsistent,  and  it  be  not  inconsistent  to  sup- 
pose the  other  ;  if  the  one  can  be  inferred  by  no  argument, 
and  there  is  a  probability  for  the  other ;  if  we  see  signs  and 
effects  indicating  distinct  finite  agents  like  ourselves,  and  see 
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no  sign  or  symptom  whatever  that  leads  to  a  rational  belief  of 
Matter.  I  say,  lastly,  that  I  have  a  notion  of  Spirit,  though 
I  have  not,  strictly  speaking,  an  idea  of  it.  I  do  not  perceive  it 
as  an  idea,  or  by  means  of  an  idea,  but  know  it  by  reflexion. 

Hyl.  Notwithstanding  all  you  said,  to  me  it  seems  that, 
according  to  your  own  way  of  thinking,  and  in  consequence 
of  your  own  principles,  it  should  follow  that  you  are  only  a 
system  of  floating  ideas,  without  any  substance  to  support 
them.  Words  are  not  to  be  used  without  a  meaning.  And,  as 
there  is  no  more  meaning  in  spiritual  Substance  than  in  material 
Substance,  the  one  is  to  be  exploded  as  well  as  the  other. 

Phil.  How  often  must  I  repeat,  that  I  know  or  am  con- 
scious of  my  own  being  ;  and  that  /  myself  am  not  my  ideas, 
but  somewhat  else,  a  thinking,  active  principle  that  perceives, 
knows,  wills,  and  operates  about  ideas.  I  know  that  I,  one 
and  the  same  self,  perceive  both  colours  and  sounds  :  that  a 
colour  cannot  perceive  a  sound,  nor  a  sound  a  colour  :  that 
I  am  therefore  one  individual  principle,  distinct  from  colour 
and  sound ;  and,  for  the  same  reason,  from  all  other  sensible 
things  and  inert  ideas.  But,  I  am  not  in  like  manner  con- 
scious either  of  the  existence  or  essence  of  Matter.  On  the 
contrary,  I  know  that  nothing  inconsistent  can  exist,  and 
that  the  existence  of  Matter  implies  an  inconsistency. 
Farther,  I  know  what  I  mean  when  I  affirm  that  there  is  a 
spiritual  substance  or  support  of  ideas,  that  is,  that  a  spirit 
knows  and  perceives  ideas.  But,  I  do  not  know  what  is 
meant  when  it  is  said  that  an  unperceiving  substance  hath 
inherent  in  it  and  supports  either  ideas  or  the  archetypes  of 
ideas.  There  is  therefore  upon  the  whole  no  parity  of  case 
between  Spirit  and  Matter. 

Hyl.  I  own  myself  satisfied  in  this  point.  But,  do  you  in 
earnest  think  the  real  existence  of  sensible  things  consists  in 
their  being  actually  perceived  ?  If  so ;  how  comes  it  that 
all  mankind  distinguish  between  them  ?  Ask  the  first  man 
you  meet,  and  he  shall  tell  you,  to  be  perceived  is  one  thing, 
and  to  exist  is  another. 

Phil.  I  am  content,  Hylas,  to  appeal  to  the  common 
sense  of  the  world  for  the  truth  of  my  notion.  Ask  the 
gardener  why  he  thinks  yonder  cherry-tree  exists  in  the 
garden,  and  he  shall  tell  you,  because  he  sees  and  feels  it ; 
in  a  word,  because  he  perceives  it  by  his  senses.     Ask  him 
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why  he  thinks  an  orange-tree  not  to  be  there,  and  he  shall 
tell  you,  because  he  does  not  perceive  it.  What  he  perceives  by 
sense,  that  he  terms  a  real  being,  and  saith  it  is  or  exists ;  but, 
that  which  is  not  perceivable,  the  same,  he  saith,  hath  no  being. 

Hyl.  Yes,  Philonous,  I  grant  the  existence  of  a  sensible 
thing  consists  in  being  perceivable,  but  not  in  being  actually 
perceived. 

Phil.  And  what  is  perceivable  but  an  idea  ?  And  can  an 
idea  exist  without  being  actually  perceived  ?  These  are 
points  long  since  agreed  between  us. 

Hyl.  But,  be  your  opinion  never  so  true,  yet  surely  you 
will  not  deny  it  is  shocking,  and  contrary  to  the  common 
sense  of  men.  Ask  the  fellow  whether  yonder  tree  hath  an  exist- 
ence out  of  his  mind:  what  answer  think  you  he  would  make? 

Phil.  The  same  that  I  should  myself,  to  wit,  that  it  doth 
exist  out  of  his  mind.  But  then  to  a  Christian  it  cannot 
surely  be  shocking  to  say,  the  real  tree,  existing  without  his 
mind,  is  truly  known  and  comprehended  by  (that  is,  exists  in) 
the  infinite  mind  of  God.  Probably  he  may  not  at  first 
glance  be  aware  of  the  direct  and  immediate  proof  there  is 
of  this  ;  inasmuch  as  the  very  being  of  a  tree,  or  any  other 
sensible  thing,  implies  a  mind  wherein  it  is.  But  the  point 
itself  he  cannot  deny.  The  question  between  the  Material- 
ists and  me  is  not,  whether  things  have  a  real  existence  out 
of  the  mind  of  this  or  that  person,  but,  whether  they  have  an 
absolute  existence,  distinct  from  being  perceived  by  God, 
and  exterior  to  all  minds.  This  indeed  some  heathens  and 
philosophers  have  affirmed,  but  whoever  entertains  notions 
of  the  Deity  suitable  to  the  Holy  Scriptures  will  be  of 
another  opinion. 

Hyl.  But,  according  to  your  notions,  what  difference  is 
there  between  real  things,  and  chimeras  formed  by  the 
imagination,  or  the  visions  of  a  dream,  since  they  are  all 
equally  in  the  mind  ? 

Phil.  The  ideas  formed  by  the  imagination  are  faint  and 
indistinct ;  they  have,  besides,  an  entire  dependence  on  the 
will.  But  the  ideas  perceived  by  sense,  that  is,  real  things, 
are  more  vivid  and  clear ;  and,  being  imprinted  on  the  mind 
by  a  spirit  distinct  from  us,  have  not  the  like  dependence  on 
our  will.  There  is  therefore  no  danger  of  confounding  these 
with  the  foregoing:  and  there  is  as  little  of  confounding  them 
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with  the  visions  of  a  dream,  which  are  dim,  irregular,  and 
confused.  And,  though  they  should  happen  to  be  never  so 
lively  and  natural,  yet,  by  their  not  being  connected,  and  of 
a  piece  with  the  preceding  and  subsequent  transactions  of 
our  lives,  they  might  easily  be  distinguished  from  realities. 
In  short,  by  whatever  method  you  distinguish  things  from 
chimeras  on  your  scheme,  the  same,  it  is  evident,  will  hold 
also  upon  mine.  For,  it  must  be,  I  presume,  by  some  per- 
ceived difference ;  and  I  am  not  for  depriving  you  of  any 
one  thing  that  you  perceive. 

Hyl.  But  still,  Philonous,  you  hold,  there  is  nothing  in 
the  world  but  spirits  and  ideas.  And  this,  you  must  needs 
acknowledge,  sounds  very  oddly. 

Phil.  I  own  the  word  idea,  not  being  commonly  used  for 
thing,  sounds  something  out  of  the  way.  My  reason  for 
using  it  was,  because  a  necessary  relation  to  the  mind  is 
understood  to  be  implied  by  that  term  ;  and  it  is  now  com- 
monly used  by  philosophers  to  denote  the  immediate  objects 
of  the  understanding.  But,  however  oddly  the  proposition 
may  sound  in  words,  yet  it  includes  nothing  so  very  strange 
or  shocking  in  its  sense  ;  which  in  effect  amounts  to  no  more 
than  this,  to  wit,  that  there  are  only  things  perceiving,  and 
things  perceived;  or  that  every  unthinking  being  is  necessarily, 
and  from  the  very  nature  of  its  existence,  perceived  by  some 
mind ;  if  not  by  a  finite  created  mind,  yet  certainly  by  the 
infinite  mind  of  God,  in  whom  "  we  live,  and  move,  and 
have  our  being."  Is  this  as  strange  as  to  say,  the  sensible 
qualities  are  not  on  the  objects  :  or  that  we  cannot  be  sure 
of  the  existence  of  things,  or  know  anything  of  their  real 
natures,  though  we  both  see  and  feel  them,  and  perceive 
them  by  all  our  senses  ? 

Hyl.  And,  in  consequence  of  this,  must  we  not  think 
there  are  no  such  things  as  physical  or  corporeal  causes ; 
but  that  a  Spirit  is  the  immediate  cause  of  all  the  phenomena 
in  nature?  Can  there  be  anything  more  extravagant  than  this? 

Phil.  Yes,  it  is  infinitely  more  extravagant  to  say  a  thing 
which  is  inert  operates  on  the  mind,  and  which  is  unper- 
ceiving,  is   the   cause  of  our  perceptions.1     Besides,   that 

1  In  the  first  two  editions  the  last  sentence  continued  :  "  without  any 
regard  either  to  consistency,  or  the  old  known  axiom,  Nothing  can  give 
to  another  that  which  it  hath  not  itself.     Besides,"  &c. 

I.  6  B 
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which  to  you,  I  know  not  for  what  reason,  seems  so  ex- 
travagant is  no  more  than  the  Holy  Scriptures  assert  in  a 
hundred  places.  In  them  God  is  represented  as  the  sole  and 
immediate  Author  of  all  those  effects  which  some  heathens 
and  philosophers  are  wont  to  ascribe  to  Nature,  Matter, 
Fate,  or  the  like  unthinking  principle.  This  is  so  much  the 
constant  language  of  Scripture  that  it  were  needless  to  con- 
firm it  by  citations. 

Hyl.  You  are  not  aware,  Philonons,  that,  in  making  God 
the  immediate  Author  of  all  the  motions  in  nature,  you  make 
Him  the  Author  of  murder,  sacrilege,  adultery,  and  the  like 
heinous  sins. 

Phil.  In  answer  to  that,  I  observe,  first,  that  the  imputa- 
tion of  guilt  is  the  same,  whether  a  person  commits  an 
action  with  or  without  an  instrument.  In  case  therefore 
you  suppose  God  to  act  by  the  mediation  of  an  instrument, 
or  occasion,  called  Matter,  you  as  truly  make  Him  the  author 
of  sin  as  I,  who  think  Him  the  immediate  agent  in  all  those 
operations  vulgarly  ascribed  to  Nature.  I  farther  observe 
that  sin  or  moral  turpitude  doth  not  consist  in  the  outward 
physical  action  or  motion,  but  in  the  internal  deviation  of 
the  will  from  the  laws  of  reason  and  religion.  This  is  plain, 
in  that  the  killing  an  enemy  in  a  battle,  or  putting  a  criminal 
legally  to  death,  is  not  thought  sinful ;  though  the  outward 
act  be  the  very  same  with  that  in  the  case  of  murder.  Since, 
therefore,  sin  doth  not  consist  in  the  physical  action,  the 
making  God  an  immediate  cause  of  all  such  actions  is  not 
making  Him  the  Author  of  sin.  Lastly,  I  have  nowhere 
said  that  God  is  the  only  agent  who  produces  all  the  motions 
in  bodies.  It  is  true  I  have  denied  there  are  any  other 
agents  besides  spirits ;  but  this  is  very  consistent  with  allow- 
ing to  thinking  rational  beings,  in  the  production  of  motions, 
the  use  of  limited  powers,  ultimately  indeed  derived  from 
God,  but  immediately  under  the  direction  of  their  own  wills, 
which  is  sufficient  to  entitle  them  to  all  the  guilt  of  their 
actions. 

Hyl.  But  the  denying  Matter,  Philonous,  or  corporeal 
Substance ;  there  is  the  point.  You  can  never  persuade  me 
that  this  is  not  repugnant  to  the  universal  sense  of  mankind. 
Were  our  dispute  to  be  determined  by  most  voices,  I  am  con- 
fident you  would  give  up  the  point,  without  gathering  the  votes. 
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Phil.  I  wish  both  our  opinions  were  fairly  stated  and  sub- 
mitted to  the  judgment  of  men  who  had  plain  common 
sense,  without  the  prejudices  of  a  learned  education.  Let 
me  be  represented  as  one  who  trusts  his  senses,  who  thinks 
he  knows  the  things  he  sees  and  feels,  and  entertains  no 
doubts  of  their  existence ;  and  you  fairly  set  forth  with  all 
your  doubts,  your  paradoxes,  and  your  scepticism  about  you, 
and  I  shall  willingly  acquiesce  in  the  determination  of  any 
indifferent  person.  That  there  is  no  substance  wherein 
ideas  can  exist  beside  spirit  is  to  me  evident.  And  that  the 
objects  immediately  perceived  are  ideas,  is  on  all  hands 
agreed.  And  that  sensible  qualities  are  objects  immediately 
perceived  no  one  can  deny.  It  is  therefore  evident  there 
can  be  no  substratum  of  those  qualities  but  spirit ;  in  which 
they  exist,  not  by  way  of  mode  or  property,  but  as  a  thing 
perceived  in  that  which  perceives  it.  I  deny  therefore  that 
there  is  any  unthinking  substratum  of  the  objects  of  sense, 
and  in  that  acceptation  that  there  is  any  material  substance. 
But  if  by  material  substance  is  meant  only  sensible  body, 
that  which  is  seen  and  felt  (and  the  unphilosophical  part  of 
the  world,  I  dare  say,  mean  no  more),  then  I  am  more 
certain  of  matter's  existence  than  you  or  any  other  philo- 
sopher pretend  to  be.  If  there  be  anything  which  makes  the 
generality  of  mankind  averse  from  the  notions  I  espouse,  it 
is  a  misapprehension  that  I  deny  the  reality  of  sensible 
things  :  but,  as  it  is  you  who  are  guilty  of  that  and  not  I,  it 
follows  that  in  truth  their  aversion  is  against  your  notions 
and  not  mine.  I  do  therefore  assert  that  I  am  as  certain  as 
of  my  own  being,  that  there  are  bodies  or  corporeal  sub- 
stances (meaning  the  things  I  perceive  by  my  senses) ;  and 
that,  granting  this,  the  bulk  of  mankind  will  take  no  thought 
about,  nor  think  themselves  at  all  concerned  in  the  fate  of 
those  unknown  natures  and  philosophical  quiddities  which 
some  men  are  so  fond  of. 

Hyl.  What  say  you  to  this?  Since,  according  to  you, 
men  judge  of  the  reality  of  things  by  their  senses,  how  can 
a  man  be  mistaken  in  thinking  the  moon  a  plain  lucid 
surface,  about  a  foot  in  diameter ;  or  a  square  tower,  seen  at 
a  distance,  round;  or  an  oar,  with  one  end  in  the  water, 
crooked  ? 

Phil.  He  is  not  mistaken  with  regard  to  the  ideas  he 
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actually  perceives,  but  in  the  inferences  he  makes  from  his 
present  perceptions.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  the  oar,  what  he 
immediately  perceives  by  sight  is  certainly  crooked  ;  and  so 
far  he  is  in  the  right.  But,  if  he  thence  conclude  that  upon 
taking  the  oar  out  of  the  water  he  shall  perceive  the  same 
crookedness ;  or  that  it  would  affect  his  touch  as  crooked 
things  are  wont  to  do :  in  that  he  is  mistaken.  In  like 
manner,  if  he  shall  conclude  from  what  he  perceives  in  one 
station,  that,  in  case  he  advances  towards  the  moon  or  tower, 
he  should  still  be  affected  with  the  like  ideas,  he  is  mistaken. 
But  his  mistake  lies  not  in  what  he  perceives  immediately 
and  at  present  (it  being  a  manifest  contradiction  to  suppose 
he  should  err  in  respect  of  that),  but  in  the  wrong  judgment 
he  makes  concerning  the  ideas  he  apprehends  to  be  con- 
nected with  those  immediately  perceived :  or,  concerning 
the  ideas  that,  from  what  he  perceives  at  present,  he  imagines 
would  be  perceived  in  other  circumstances.  The  case  is  the 
same  with  regard  to  the  Copernican  system.  We  do  not 
here  perceive  any  motion  of  the  earth :  but  it  were  erroneous 
thence  to  conclude,  that,  in  case  we  were  placed  at  as  great 
a  distance  from  that  as  we  are  now  from  the  other  planets, 
we  should  not  then  perceive  its  motion. 

Hyl.  I  understand  you ;  and  must  needs  own  you  say 
things  plausible  enough :  but,  give  me  leave  to  put  you  in 
mind  of  one  thing.  Pray,  Philonous,  were  you  not  formerly 
as  positive  that  Matter  existed,  as  you  are  now  that  it  does 
not? 

Phil.  I  was.  But  here  lies  the  difference.  Before,  my 
positiveness  was  founded,  without  examination,  upon  pre- 
judice ;  but  now,  after  inquiry,  upon  evidence. 

Hyl.  After  all,  it  seems  our  dispute  is  rather  about  words 
than  things.  We  agree  in  the  thing,  but  differ  in  the  name. 
That  we  are  affected  with  ideas  from  without  is  evident ;  and 
it  is  no  less  evident  that  there  must  be  (I  will  not  say  arche- 
types, but)  powers  without  the  mind,  corresponding  to  those 
ideas.  And,  as  these  powers  cannot  subsist  by  themselves, 
there  is  some  subject  of  them  necessarily  to  be  admitted, 
which  I  call  Matter,  and  you  call  Spirit.  This  is  all  the 
difference. 

Phil.  Pray,  Hylas,  is  that  powerful  being,  or  subject  of 
powers,  extended? 
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Hyl.  It  hath  not  extension ;  but  it  hath  the  power  to  raise 
in  you  the  idea  of  extension. 

Phil.  It  is  therefore  itself  unextended  ? 

Hyl.  I  grant  it. 

Phil.  Is  it  not  also  active  ? 

Hyl.  Without  doubt :  otherwise,  how  could  we  attribute 
powers  to  it  ? 

Phil.  Now  let  me  ask  you  two  questions :  First,  whether 
it  be  agreeable  to  the  usage  either  of  philosophers  or  others 
to  give  the  name  Matter  to  an  unextended  active  being? 
And,  Secondly,  whether  it  be  not  ridiculously  absurd  to  mis- 
apply names  contrary  to  the  common  use  of  language  ? 

Hyl.  Well  then,  let  it  not  be  called  Matter,  since  you  will 
have  it  so,  but  some  third  nature  distinct  from  Matter  and 
Spirit.  For  what  reason  is  there  why  you  should  call  it 
Spirit  ?  Does  not  the  notion  of  spirit  imply  that  it  is  think- 
ing, as  well  as  active  and  unextended  ? 

Phil.  My  reason  is  this :  because  I  have  a  mind  to  have 
some  notion  of  meaning  in  what  I  say  :  but  I  have  no  notion 
of  any  action  distinct  from  volition,  neither  can  I  conceive 
volition  to  be  anywhere  but  in  a  spirit;  therefore,  when  I  speak 
of  an  active  being,  I  am  obliged  to  mean  a  spirit.  Beside, 
what  can  be  plainer  than  that  a  thing  which  hath  no  ideas 
in  itself  cannot  impart  them  to  me ;  and,  if  it  hath  ideas, 
surely  it  must  be  a  spirit.  To  make  you  comprehend  the 
point  still  more  clearly  if  it  be  possible :  I  assert  as  well  as 
you  that,  since  we  are  affected  from  without,  we  must  allow 
powers  to  be  without,  in  a  being  distinct  from  ourselves.  So 
far  we  are  agreed.  But  then  we  differ  as  to  the  kind  of  this 
powerful  being.  I  will  have  it  to  be  spirit,  you  Matter,  or  I 
know  not  what  (I  may  add  too,  you  know  not  what)  third 
nature.  Thus,  I  prove  it  to  be  spirit.  From  the  effects  I 
see  produced  I  conclude  there  are  actions ;  and,  because 
actions,  volitions ;  and,  because  there  are  volitions,  there 
must  be  a  will.  Again,  the  things  I  perceive  must  have  an 
existence,  they  or  their  archetypes,  out  of  my  mind :  but, 
being  ideas,  neither  they  nor  their  archetypes  can  exist 
otherwise  than  in  an  understanding  ;  there  is  therefore  an 
understanding.  But  will  and  understanding  constitute  in 
the  strictest  sense  a  mind  or  spirit.  The  powerful  cause, 
therefore,  of  my  ideas  is  in  strict  propriety  of  speech  a.  spirit. 
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Hyl.  And  now  I  warrant  you  think  you  have  made  the 
point  very  clear,  little  suspecting  that  what  you  advance  leads 
directly  to  a  contradiction.  Is  it  not  an  absurdity  to  imagine 
any  imperfection  in  God  ? 

Phil.  Without  a  doubt. 

Hyl.  To  suffer  pain  is  an  imperfection  ? 

Phil.  It  is. 

Hyl.  Are  we  not  sometimes  affected  with  pain  and  un- 
easiness by  some  other  being? 

Phil.  We  are. 

Hyl.  And  have  you  not  said  that  being  is  a  spirit,  and  is 
not  that  spirit  God  ? 

Phil.  I  grant  it. 

Hyl.  But  you  have  asserted  that  whatever  ideas  we  per- 
ceive from  without  are  in  the  mind  which  affects  us.  The 
ideas,  therefore,  of  pain  and  uneasiness  are  in  God ;  or,  in 
other  words,  God  suffers  pain  :  that  is  to  say,  there  is  an  im- 
perfection in  the  Divine  nature,  which,  you  acknowledge, 
was  absurd.     So  you  are  caught  in  a  plain  contradiction. 

Phil.  That  God  knows  or  understands  all  things,  and  that 
He  knows,  among  other  things,  what  pain  is,  even  every  sort 
of  painful  sensation,  and  what  it  is  for  His  creatures  to  suffer 
pain,  I  make  no  question.  But,  that  God,  though  He  knows 
and  sometimes  causes  painful  sensations  in  us,  can  Himself 
suffer  pain,  I  positively  deny.  We,  who  are  limited  and  de- 
pendent spirits,  are  liable  to  impressions  of  sense,  the  effects 
of  an  external  agent,  which,  being  produced  against  our  wills, 
are  sometimes  painful  and  uneasy.  But  God,  whom  no 
external  being  can  affect,  who  perceives  nothing  by  sense  as 
we  do,  whose  will  is  absolute  and  independent,  causing  all 
things,  and  liable  to  be  thwarted  or  resisted  by  nothing ;  it 
is  evident,  such  a  Being  as  this  can  suffer  nothing,  nor  be 
affected  with  any  painful  sensation,  or  indeed  any  sensation 
at  all.  We  are  chained  to  a  body,  that  is  to  say,  our  percep- 
tions are  connected  with  corporeal  motions.  By  the  law  of 
our  nature,  we  are  affected  upon  every  alteration  in  the 
nervous  parts  of  our  sensible  body;  which  sensible  body, 
rightly  considered,  is  nothing  but  a  complexion  of  such 
qualities  or  ideas  as  have  no  existence  distinct  from  being 
perceived  by  a  mind  :  so  that  this  connexion  of  sensations 
with  corporeal  motions  means  no  more  than  a  correspond- 
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ence  in  the  order  of  nature  between  two  sets  of  ideas,  or 
things  immediately  perceivable.  But  God  is  a  pure  spirit, 
disengaged  from  all  such  sympathy  or  natural  ties.  No  cor- 
poreal motions  are  attended  with  the  sensations  of  pain  or 
pleasure  in  His  mind.  To  know  everything  knowable  is 
certainly  a  perfection  ;  but  to  endure,  or  suffer,  or  feel  any- 
thing by  sense,  is  an  imperfection.  The  former,  I  say,  agrees 
to  God,  but  not  the  latter.  God  knows  or  hath  ideas  ;  but 
His  ideas  are  not  conveyed  to  Him  by  sense,  as  ours  are. 
Your  not  distinguishing,  where  there  is  so  manifest  a  differ- 
ence, makes  you  fancy  you  see  an  absurdity  where  there  is 
none. 

Hyl.  But,  all  this  while  you  have  not  considered  that  the 
quantity  of  Matter  hath  been  demonstrated  to  be  proportioned 
to  the  gravity  of  bodies.  And  what  can  withstand  demon- 
stration ? 

Phil.  Let  me  see  how  you  demonstrate  that  point. 

Hyl.  I  lay  it  down  for  a  principle  that  the  moments  or 
quantities  of  motion  in  bodies  are  in  a  direct  compounded 
reason  of  the  velocities  and  quantities  of  Matter  contained  in 
them.  Hence,  where  the  velocities  are  equal,  it  follows  the 
moments  are  directly  as  the  quantity  of  Matter  in  each.  But 
it  is  found  by  experience  that  all  bodies  (bating  the  small 
inequalities,  arising  from  the  resistance  of  the  air)  descend 
with  an  equal  velocity  ;  the  motion  therefore  of  descending 
bodies,  and  consequently  their  gravity,  which  is  the  cause  or 
principle  of  that  motion,  is  proportional  to  the  quantity  of 
Matter ;  which  was  to  be  demonstrated. 

Phil.  You  lay  it  down  as  a  self-evident  principle  that  the 
quantity  of  motion  in  any  body  is  proportional  to  the  velocity 
and  Matter  taken  together  ;  and  this  is  made  use  of  to  prove 
a  proposition  from  whence  the  existence  of  Matter  is  inferred. 
Pray  is  not  this  arguing  in  a  circle  ? 

Hyl.  In  the  premise  I  only  mean  that  the  motion  is  pro- 
portional to  the  velocity,  jointly  with  the  extension  and 
solidity. 

Phil.  But,  allowing  this  to  be  true,  yet  it  will  not  thence 
follow  that  gravity  is  proportional  to  Afatter,  in  your  philo- 
sophic sense  of  the  word ;  except  you  take  it  for  granted  that 
unknown  substratum,  or  whatever  else  you  call  it,  is  propor- 
tional to  those  sensible  qualities  ;  which  to  suppose  is  plainly 
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begging  the  question.  That  there  is  magnitude  and  solidity, 
or  resistance,  perceived  by  sense,  I  readily  grant ;  as  likewise, 
that  gravity  may  be  proportional  to  those  qualities  I  will  not 
dispute.  But  that  either  these  qualities  as  perceived  by  us, 
or  the  powers  producing  them,  do  exist  in  a  material  sub- 
stratum ; — this  is  what  I  deny,  and  you  indeed  affirm,  but, 
notwithstanding  your  demonstration,  have  not  yet  proved. 

Hyl.  I  shall  insist  no  longer  on  that  point.  Do  you  think, 
however,  you  shall  persuade  me  the  natural  philosophers  have 
been  dreaming  all  this  while  ?  Pray  what  becomes  of  all 
their  hypotheses  and  explications  of  the  phenomena,  which 
suppose  the  existence  of  Matter  ? 

Phil.  What  mean  you,  Hylas,  by  the  phenomena  ? 

Hyl.  I  mean  the  appearances  which  I  perceive  by  my 
senses. 

Phil.  And  the  appearances  perceived  by  sense,  are  they 
not  ideas  ? 

Hyl.  I  have  told  you  so  a  hundred  times. 

Phil.  Therefore,  to  explain  the  phenomena  is  to  shew 
how  we  come  to  be  affected  with  ideas,  in  that  manner  and 
order  wherein  they  are  imprinted  on  our  senses.     Is  it  not  ? 

Hyl.  It  is. 

Phil.  Now,  if  you  can  prove  that  any  philosopher  hath 
explained  the  production  of  any  one  idea  in  our  minds  by 
the  help  of  Matter,  I  shall  for  ever  acquiesce,  and  look  on  all 
that  hath  been  said  against  it  as  nothing  ;  but,  if  you  cannot, 
it  is  vain  to  urge  the  explication  of  phenomena.  That  a 
Being  endowed  with  knowledge  and  will  should  produce  or 
exhibit  ideas  is  easily  understood.  But,  that  a  Being  which 
is  utterly  destitute  of  these  faculties  should  be  able  to  pro- 
duce ideas,  or  in  any  sort  to  affect  an  intelligence,  this  I  can 
never  understand.  This  I  say,  though  we  had  some  positive 
conception  of  Matter,  though  we  knew  its  qualities,  and  could 
comprehend  its  existence,  would  yet  be  so  far  from  explain- 
ing things,  that  it  is  itself  the  most  inexplicable  thing  in  the 
world.  And  yet,  for  all  this,  it  will  not  follow  that  philo- 
sophers have  been  doing  nothing;  for,  by  observing  and 
reasoning  upon  the  connexion  of  ideas,  they  discover  the 
laws  and  methods  of  nature,  which  is  a  part  of  knowledge 
both  useful  and  entertaining. 

Hyl.  After  all,  can  it  be  supposed  God  would  deceive 
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all  mankind  ?  Do  you  imagine  He  would  have  induced  the 
whole  world  to  believe  the  being  of  Matter,  if  there  was  no 
such  thing  ? 

Phil.  That  every  epidemical  opinion  arising  from  prejudice, 
or  passion,  or  thoughtlessness  may  be  imputed  to  God,  as 
the  Author  of  it,  I  believe  you  will  not  affirm.  Whatsoever 
opinion  we  father  on  Him,  it  must  be  either  because  He  has 
discovered  to  us  by  supernatural  revelation  ;  or  because  it  is 
so  evident  to  our  natural  faculties,  which  were  framed  and 
given  us  by  God,  that  it  is  impossible  we  should  withhold  our 
assent  from  it.  But  where  is  the  revelation  ?  or  where  is  the 
evidence  that  extorts  the  belief  of  Matter  ?  Nay,  how  does 
it  appear,  that  Matter,  taken  for  something  distinct  from  what 
we  perceive  by  our  senses,  is  thought  to  exist  by  all  mankind  ; 
or,  indeed,  by  any  except  a  few  philosophers,  who  do  not 
know  what  they  would  be  at  ?  Your  question  supposes  these 
points  are  clear ;  and,  when  you  have  cleared  them,  I  shall 
think  myself  obliged  to  give  you  another  answer.  In  the 
meantime  let  it  suffice  that  I  tell  you,  I  do  not  suppose  God 
has  deceived  mankind  at  all. 

Hyl.  But  the  novelty,  Philonous,  the  novelty  !  There  lies 
the  danger.  New  notions  should  always  be  discountenanced  ; 
they  unsettle  men's  minds,  and  nobody  knows  where  they 
will  end. 

Phil.  Why  the  rejecting  a  notion  that  hath  no  foundation, 
either  in  sense,  or  in  reason,  or  in  Divine  authority,  should 
be  thought  to  unsettle  the  belief  of  such  opinions  as  are 
grounded  on  all  or  any  of  these,  I  cannot  imagine.  That 
innovations  in  government  and  religion  are  dangerous,  and 
ought  to  be  discountenanced,  I  freely  own.  But,  is  there  the 
like  reason  why  they  should  be  discouraged  in  philosophy  ? 
The  making  anything  known  which  was  unknown  before  is  an 
innovation  in  knowledge  :  and,  if  all  such  innovations  had 
been  forbidden,  men  would  have  made  a  notable  progress  in 
the  arts  and  sciences.  But  it  is  none  of  my  business  to  plead 
for  novelties  and  paradoxes.  That  the  qualities  we  perceive 
are  not  on  the  objects  :  that  we  must  not  believe  our  senses  : 
that  we  know  nothing  of  the  real  nature  of  things,  and  can 
never  be  assured  even  of  their  existence :  that  real  colours 
and  sounds  are  nothing  but  certain  unknown  figures  and 
motions  :  that  motions  are  in  themselves  neither  swift  nor 
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slow  :  that  there  are  in  bodies  absolute  extensions,  without 
any  particular  magnitude  or  figure  :  that  a  thing  stupid, 
thoughtless,  and  inactive,  operates  on  a  spirit :  that  the  least 
particle  of  a  body  contains  innumerable  extended  parts  : — 
these  are  the  novelties,  these  are  the  strange  notions  which 
shock  the  genuine  uncorrupted  judgment  of  all  mankind; 
and  being  once  admitted,  embarrass  the  mind  with  endless 
doubts  and  difficulties.  And  it  is  against  these  and  the  like 
innovations  I  endeavour  to  vindicate  Common  Sense.  It  is 
true,  in  doing  this,  I  may  perhaps  be  obliged  to  use  some 
ambages,  and  ways  of  speech  not  common.  But,  if  my  notions 
are  once  thoroughly  understood,  that  which  is  most  singular 
in  them  will,  in  effect,  be  found  to  amount  to  no  more  than 
this  : — that  it  is  absolutely  impossible,  and  a  plain  contradic- 
tion, to  suppose  any  unthinking  being  should  exist  without 
being  perceived  by  a  mind.  And,  if  this  notion  be  singular, 
it  is  a  shame  it  should  be  so  at  this  time  of  day,  and  in  a 
Christian  country. 

Hyl.  As  for  the  difficulties  other  opinions  may  be  liable 
to,  those  are  out  of  the  question.  It  is  your  business  to  de- 
fend your  own  opinion.  Can  anything  be  plainer  than  that 
you  are  for  changing  all  things  into  ideas  ?  You,  I  say,  who 
are  not  ashamed  to  charge  me  with  scepticism.  This  is  so 
plain,  there  is  no  denying  it. 

Phil.  You  mistake  me.  I  am  not  for  changing  things  into 
ideas,  but  rather  ideas  into  things ;  since  those  immediate 
objects  of  perception,  which,  according  to  you,  are  only  ap- 
pearances of  things,  I  take  to  be  the  real  things  themselves. 

Hyl.  Things  !  you  may  pretend  what  you  please  ;  but  it  is 
certain  you  leave  us  nothing  but  the  empty  forms  of  things, 
the  outside  only  which  strikes  the  senses. 

Phil.  What  you  call  the  empty  forms  and  outside  of 
things  seem  to  me  the  very  things  themselves.  Nor  are  they 
empty  or  incomplete,  otherwise  than  upon  your  supposition 
that  Matter  is  an  essential  part  of  all  corporeal  things.  We 
both,  therefore,  agree  in  this,  that  we  perceive  only  sensible 
forms  :  but  herein  we  differ,  you  will  have  them  to  be  empty 
appearances,  I  real  beings.  In  short,  you  do  not  trust  your 
senses,  I  do. 

Hyl.  You  say  you  believe  your  senses  ;  and  seem  to  ap- 
plaud yourself  that  in  this  you  agree  with  the  vulgar.     Accord- 
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ing  to  you,  therefore,  the  true  nature  of  a  thing  is  discovered 
by  the  senses.  If  so,  whence  comes  that  disagreement? 
Why,  is  not  the  same  figure,  and  other  sensible  qualities, 
perceived  all  manner  of  ways  ?  And  why  should  we  use  a 
microscope  the  better  to  discover  the  true  nature  of  a  body, 
if  it  were  discoverable  to  the  naked  eye  ? 

Phil.  Strictly  speaking,  Hylas,  we  do  not  see  the  same 
object  that  we  feel ;  neither  is  the  same  object  perceived  by 
the  microscope  which  was  by  the  naked  eye.  But,  in  case 
every  variation  was  thought  sufficient  to  constitute  a  new 
kind  or  individual,  the  endless  number  or  confusion  of  names 
would  render  language  impracticable.  Therefore,  to  avoid 
this  as  well  as  other  inconveniences  which  are  obvious  upon 
a  little  thought,  men  combine  together  several  ideas,  appre- 
hended by  divers  senses,  or  by  the  same  sense  at  different 
times,  or  in  different  circumstances,  but  observed,  however, 
to  have  some  connexion  in  nature,  either  with  respect  to  co- 
existence or  succession ;  all  which  they  refer  to  one  name, 
and  consider  as  one  thing.  Hence,  it  follows  that  when  I 
examine  by  my  other  senses  a  thing  I  have  seen,  it  is  not  in 
order  to  understand  better  the  same  object  which  I  had  per- 
ceived by  sight,  the  object  of  one  sense  not  being  perceived 
by  the  other  senses.  And,  when  I  look  through  a  micro- 
scope, it  is  not  that  I  may  perceive  more  clearly  what  I  per- 
ceived already  with  my  bare  eyes  ;  the  object  perceived  by 
the  glass  being  quite  different  from  the  former.  But,  in  both 
cases,  my  aim  is  only  to  know  what  ideas  are  connected  to- 
gether; and  the  more  a  man  knows  of  the  connexion  of 
ideas,  the  more  he  is  said  to  know  of  the  nature  of  things. 
What,  therefore,  if  our  ideas  are  variable ;  what  if  our  senses 
are  not  in  all  circumstances  affected  with  the  same  appear- 
ances ?  It  will  not  thence  follow  they  are  not  to  be  trusted,  or 
that  they  are  inconsistent  either  with  themselves  or  anything 
else  ;  except  it  be  with  your  preconceived  notion  of  (I  know 
not  what)  one  single,  unchanged,  unperceivable,  real  nature, 
marked  by  each  name :  which  prejudice  seems  to  have  taken 
its  rise  from  not  rightly  understanding  the  common  language 
of  men,  speaking  of  several  distinct  ideas  as  united  into  one 
thing  by  the  mind.  And,  indeed,  there  is  cause  to  suspect 
several  erroneous  conceits  of  the  philosophers  are  owing  to 
the  same  original :  while  they  began  to  build  their  schemes 
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not  so  much  on  notions  as  words,  which  were  framed  by  the 
vulgar,  merely  for  conveniency  and  dispatch  in  the  common 
actions  of  life,  without  any  regard  to  speculation. 

Hyl.  Methinks  I  apprehend  your  meaning. 

Phil.  It  is  your  opinion  the  ideas  we  perceive  by  our  senses 
are  not  real  things,  but  images  or  copies  of  them.  Our  know- 
ledge, therefore,  is  no  farther  real  than  as  our  ideas  are  the 
true  representations  of  those  originals.  But,  as  these  sup- 
posed originals  are  in  themselves  unknown,  it  is  impossible  to 
know  how  far  our  ideas  resemble  them  ;  or  whether  they  re- 
semble them  at  all.  We  cannot,  therefore,  be  sure  we  have 
any  real  knowledge.  Farther,  as  our  ideas  are  perpetually 
varied,  without  any  change  in  the  supposed  real  things,  it 
necessarily  follows  they  cannot  all  be  true  copies  of  them  : 
or,  if  some  are  and  others  are  not,  it  is  impossible  to  distin- 
guish the  former  from  the  latter.  And  this  plunges  us  yet 
deeper  in  uncertainty.  Again,  when  we  consider  the  point, 
we  cannot  conceive  how  any  idea,  or  anything  like  an  idea, 
should  have  an  absolute  existence  out  of  a  mind  :  nor  conse- 
quently, according  to  you,  how  there  should  be  any  real  thing 
in  nature.  The  result  of  all  which  is  that  we  are  thrown  into 
the  most  hopeless  and  abandoned  Scepticism.  Now,  give 
me  leave  to  ask  you,  First,  Whether  your  referring  ideas  to 
certain  absolutely  existing  unperceived  substances,  as  their 
originals,  be  not  the  source  of  all  this  Scepticism  ?  Secondly, 
whether  you  are  informed,  either  by  sense  or  reason,  of  the 
existence  of  those  unknown  originals  ?  And,  in  case  you  are 
not,  whether  it  be  not  absurd  to  suppose  them  ?  Thirdly, 
Whether,  upon  inquiry,  you  find  there  is  anything  distinctly 
conceived  or  meant  by  the  absolute  or  external  existence  of  un- 
perceiving  substances.  Lastly,  Whether,  the  premises  con- 
sidered, it  be  not  the  wisest  way  to  follow  nature,  trust  your 
senses,  and,  laying  aside  all  anxious  thought  about  unknown 
natures  or  substances,  admit  with  the  vulgar  those  for  real 
things  which  are  perceived  by  the  senses  ? 

Hyl.  For  the  present  I  have  no  inclination  to  the  answer- 
ing part.  I  would  much  rather  see  how  you  can  get  over 
what  follows.  Pray  are  not  the  objects  perceived  by  the 
senses  of  one,  likewise  perceivable  to  others  present  ?  If 
there  were  a  hundred  more  here,  they  would  all  see  the  gar- 
den, the  trees,  and  flowers,  as  I  see  them.     But  they  are  not 
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in  the  same  manner  affected  with  the  ideas  I  frame  in  my 
imagination.  Does  not  this  make  a  difference  between  the 
former  sort  of  objects  and  the  latter  ? 

Phil.  I  grant  it  does.  Nor  have  I  ever  denied  a  differ- 
ence between  the  objects  of  sense  and  those  of  imagination. 
But  what  would  you  infer  from  thence  ?  You  cannot  say 
that  sensible  objects  exist  unperceived,  because  they  are 
perceived  by  many. 

Hyl.  I  own  I  can  make  nothing  of  that  objection  :  but  it 
hath  led  me  into  another.  Is  it  not  your  opinion  that  by 
our  senses  we  perceive  only  the  ideas  existing  in  our  minds  ? 

Phil.  It  is. 

Hyl.  But  the  same  idea  which  is  in  my  mind  cannot  be 
in  yours,  or  in  any  other  mind.  Doth  it  not  therefore  follow, 
from  your  principles,  that  no  two  can  see  the  same  thing  ? 
And  is  not  this  highly  absurd  ? 

Phil.  If  the  term  same  be  taken  in  the  vulgar  acceptation, 
it  is  certain  (and  not  at  all  repugnant  to  the  principles  I 
maintain)  that  different  persons  may  perceive  the  same  thing  ; 
or  the  same  thing  or  idea  exist  in  different  minds.  Words 
are  of  arbitrary  imposition ;  and,  since  men  are  used  to 
apply  the  word  same  where  no  distinction  or  variety  is  per- 
ceived, and  I  do  not  pretend  to  alter  their  perceptions,  it 
follows  that,  as  men  have  said  before,  several  saw  the  same 
thing,  so  they  may,  upon  like  occasions,  still  continue  to  use 
the  same  phrase,  without  any  deviation  either  from  propriety 
of  language,  or  the  truth  of  things.  But,  if  the  term  same  be 
used  in  the  acceptation  of  philosophers,  who  pretend  to  an 
abstracted  notion  of  identity,  then,  according  to  their  sundry 
definitions  of  this  notion  (for  it  is  not  yet  agreed  wherein 
that  philosophic  identity  consists),  it  may  or  may  not  be 
possible  for  divers  persons  to  perceive  the  same  thing.  But 
whether  philosophers  shall  think  fit  to  call  a  thing  the  same 
or  no,  is,  I  conceive,  of  small  importance.  Let  us  suppose 
several  men  together,  all  endued  with  the  same  faculties, 
and  consequently  affected  in  like  sort  by  their  senses,  and 
who  had  yet  never  known  the  use  of  language  ;  they  would 
without  question,  agree  in  their  perceptions.  Though  per- 
haps, when  they  came  to  the  use  of  speech,  some  regarding 
the  uniformness  of  what  was  perceived,  might  call  it  the 
same  thing  :  others  especially  regarding  the  diversity  of  per- 
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sons  who  perceived,  might  choose  the  denomination  of 
different  things.  But  who  sees  not  that  all  the  dispute  is 
about  a  word  ?  to  wit,  whether  what  is  perceived  by  different 
persons  may  yet  have  the  term  same  applied  to  it?  Or, 
suppose  a  house,  whose  walls  or  outward  shell  remaining 
unaltered,  the  chambers  are  all  pulled  down,  and  new  ones 
built  in  their  place ;  and  that  you  should  call  this  the  same, 
and  I  should  say  it  was  not  the  same  house  : — would  we  not, 
for  all  this,  perfectly  agree  in  our  thoughts  of  the  house,  con- 
sidered in  itself  ?  And  would  not  all  the  difference  consist 
in  a  sound  ?  If  you  should  say,  we  differed  in  our  notions  ; 
for  that  you  superadded  to  your  idea  of  the  house  the  simple 
abstracted  idea  of  identity,  whereas  I  did  not ;  I  would  tell 
you,  I  know  not  what  you  mean  by  the  abstracted  idea  of 
identity ;   and    should   desire   you  to  look  into  your  own 

thoughts,  and  be  sure  you  understood  yourself. Why  so 

silent,  Hylas  ?  Are  you  not  yet  satisfied  men  may  dispute 
about  identity  and  diversity,  without  any  real  difference  in 
their  thoughts  and  opinions,  abstracted  from  names  ?  Take 
this  farther  reflexion  with  you — that  whether  Matter  be 
allowed  to  exist  or  no,  the  case  is  exactly  the  same  as  to  the 
point  in  hand.  For,  the  Materialists  themselves  acknow- 
ledge what  we  immediately  perceive  by  our  senses  to  be  our 
own  ideas.  Your  difficulty,  therefore,  that  no  two  see  the 
same  thing,  makes  equally  against  the  Materialists  and  me. 

Hyl.  But  they  suppose  an  external  archetype,  to  which 
referring  their  several  ideas  they  may  truly  be  said  to  per- 
ceive the  same  thing. 

Phil.  And  (not  to  mention  your  having  discarded  those 
archetypes)  so  may  you  suppose  an  external  archetype  on 
my  principles ;  external,  I  mean,  to  your  own  mind ; 
though  indeed  it  must  be  supposed  to  exist  in  that  mind 
which  comprehends  all  things  ,  but  then,  this  serves  all  the 
ends  of  identity,  as  well  as  if  it  existed  out  of  a  mind.  And 
I  am  sure  you  yourself  will  not  say  it  is  less  intelligible. 

Hyl.  You  have  indeed  clearly  satisfied  me,  either  that 
there  is  no  difficulty  at  bottom  in  this  point ;  or,  if  there  be, 
that  it  makes  equally  against  both  opinions. 

Phil.  But  that  which  makes  equally  against  two  contradic- 
tory opinions  can  be  a  proof  against  neither. 

Hyl.  I  acknowledge  it.     But,  after  all,  Philotious,  when  I 
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consider  the  substance  of  what  you  advance  against  Sceptic- 
ism, it  amounts  to  no  more  than  this  : — We  are  sure  that  we 
really  see,  hear,  feel ;  in  a  word,  that  we  are  affected  with 
sensible  impressions. 

Phil.  And  how  are  we  concerned  any  farther  ?  I  see  this 
cherry,  I  feel  it,  I  taste  it :  and  I  am  sure  nothing  cannot  be 
seen,  or  felt,  or  tasted  :  it  is  therefore  real.  Take  away  the 
sensations  of  softness,  moisture,  redness,  tartness,  and  you 
take  away  the  cherry.  Since  it  is  not  a  being  distinct  from 
sensations  ;  a  cherry,  I  say,  is  nothing  but  a  congeries  of 
sensible  impressions,  or  ideas  perceived  by  various  senses : 
which  ideas  are  united  into  one  thing  (or  have  one  name 
given  them)  by  the  mind  ;  because  they  are  observed  to 
attend  each  other.  Thus,  when  the  palate  is  affected  with 
such  a  particular  taste,  the  sight  is  affected  with  a  red  colour, 
the  touch  with  roundness,  softness,  &c.  Hence,  when  I  see, 
and  feel,  and  taste,  in  sundry  certain  manners,  I  am  sure 
the  cherry  exists,  or  is  real ;  its  reality  being  in  my  opinion 
nothing  abstracted  from  those  sensations.  But  if,  by  the 
word  cherry,  you  mean  an  unknown  nature,  distinct  from 
all  those  sensible  qualities,  and  by  its  existence  something 
distinct  from  its  being  perceived ;  then,  indeed,  I  own, 
neither  you  nor  I,  nor  any  one  else,  can  be  sure  it  exists. 

Hyl.  But,  what  would  you  say,  Philonous,  if  I  should 
bring  the  very  same  reasons  against  the  existence  of  sensible 
things  in  a  mind,  which  you  have  offered  against  their  exist- 
ing in  a  material  substratum  ? 

Phil.  When  I  see  your  reasons,  you  shall  hear  what  I  have 
to  say  to  them. 

Hyl.  Is  the  mind  extended  or  unextended  ? 

Phil.  Unextended,  without  doubt. 

Hyl.  Do  you  say  the  things  you  perceive  are  in  your 
mind? 

Phil.  They  are. 

Hyl.  Again,  have  I  not  heard  you  speak  of  sensible 
impressions  ? 

Phil.  I  believe  you  may. 

Hyl.  Explain  to  me  now,  O  Philonous!  how  it  is  possible 
there  should  be  room  for  all  those  trees  and  houses  to  exist 
in  your  mind.  Can  extended  things  be  contained  in  that 
which  is  unextended  ?     Or,  are  we  to  imagine  impressions 
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made  on  a  thing  void  of  all  solidity?  You  cannot  say 
objects  are  in  your  mind,  as  books  in  your  study :  or  that 
things  are  imprinted  on  it,  as  the  figure  of  a  seal  upon  wax. 
In  what  sense,  therefore,  are  we  to  understand  those  expres- 
sions ?  Explain  me  this  if  you  can  :  and  1  shall  then  be 
able  to  answer  all  those  queries  you  formerly  put  to  me 
about  my  substratum. 

Phil.  Look  you,  Hylas,  when  I  speak  of  objects  as  exist- 
ing in  the  mind,  or  imprinted  on  the  senses,  I  would  not  be 
understood  in  the  gross  literal  sense — as  when  bodies  are 
said  to  exist  in  a  place,  or  a  seal  to  make  an  impression 
upon  wax.  My  meaning  is  only  that  the  mind  comprehends 
or  perceives  them  ;  and  that  it  is  affected  from  without,  or 
by  some  being  distinct  from  itself.  This  is  my  explication  of 
your  difficulty ;  and  how  it  can  serve  to  make  your  tenet  of 
an  unperceiving  material  substratum  intelligible,  I  would  fain 
know. 

Hyl.  Nay,  if  that  be  all,  I  confess  I  do  not  see  what  use 
can  be  made  of  it.  But  are  you  not  guilty  of  some  abuse  of 
language  in  this  ? 

Phil.  None  at  all.  It  is  no  more  than  common  custom, 
which  you  know  is  the  rule  of  language,  hath  authorized  : 
nothing  being  more  usual,  than  for  philosophers  to  speak  of 
the  immediate  objects  of  the  understanding  as  things  exist- 
ing in  the  mind.  Nor  is  there  anything  in  this  but  what  is 
conformable  to  the  general  analogy  of  language ;  most  part 
of  the  mental  operations  being  signified  by  words  borrowed 
from  sensible  things  ;  as  is  plain  in  the  terms  comprehend, 
reflect,  discourse,  &c,  which,  being  applied  to  the  mind,  must 
not  be  taken  in  their  gross  original  sense. 

Hyl.  You  have,  I  own,  satisfied  me  in  this  point.  But 
there  still  remains  one  great  difficulty,  which  I  know  not  how 
you  will  get  over.  And,  indeed,  it  is  of  such  importance 
that  if  you  could  solve  all  others,  without  being  able  to  find 
a  solution  for  this,  you  must  never  expect  to  make  me  a 
proselyte  to  your  principles. 

Phil.  Let  me  know  this  mighty  difficulty. 

Hyl.  The  Scripture  account  of  the  creation  is  what  ap- 
pears to  me  utterly  irreconcilable  with  your  notions.  Moses 
tells  us  of  a  creation  :  a  creation  of  what  ?  of  ideas?  No 
certainly,  but  of  things,  of  real  things,  solid  corporeal  sub- 
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stances.     Bring  your  principles  to  agree  with  this,  and  I 
shall  perhaps  agree  with  you. 

Phil.  Moses  mentions  the  sun,  moon,  and  stars,  earth 
and  sea,  plants  and  animals.  That  all  these  do  really  exist, 
and  were  in  the  beginning  created  by  God,  I  make  no 
question.  If  by  ideas  you  mean  fictions  and  fancies  of  the 
mind,  then  these  are  no  ideas.  If  by  ideas  you  mean  im- 
mediate objects  of  the  understanding,  or  sensible  things 
which  cannot  exist  unperceived,  or  out  of  a  mind,  then  these 
things  are  ideas.  But  whether  you  do  or  do  not  call  them 
ideas,  it  matters  little.  The  difference  is  only  about  a  name. 
And,  whether  that  name  be  retained  or  rejected,  the  sense, 
the  truth,  and  reality  of  things  continues  the  same.  In 
common  talk,  the  objects  of  our  senses  are  not  termed  ideas 
but  things.  Call  them  so  still — provided  you  do  not  at- 
tribute to  them  any  absolute  external  existence — and  I  shall 
never  quarrel  with  you  for  a  word.  The  creation,  therefore, 
I  allow  to  have  been  a  creation  of  things,  of  real  things. 
Neither  is  this  in  the  least  inconsistent  with  my  principles, 
as  is  evident  from  what  I  have  now  said ;  and  would  have 
been  evident  to  you  without  this,  if  you  had  not  forgotten 
what  had  been  so  often  said  before.  But  as  for  solid  cor- 
poreal substances,  I  desire  you  to  shew  where  Moses  makes 
any  mention  of  them ;  and,  if  they  should  be  mentioned  by 
him,  or  any  other  inspired  writer,  it  would  still  be  incumbent 
on  you  to  shew  those  words  were  not  taken  in  the  vulgar 
acceptation,  for  things  falling  under  our  senses,  but  in  the 
philosophic  acceptation,  for  Matter,  or  an  unknown  quiddity, 
with  an  absolute  existence.  When  you  have  proved  these 
points,  then  (and  not  till  then)  may  you  bring  the  authority 
of  Moses  into  our  dispute. 

Hyl.  It  is  in  vain  to  dispute  about  a  point  so  clear.  I  am 
content  to  refer  it  to  your  own  conscience.  Are  you  not 
satisfied  there  is  some  peculiar  repugnancy  between  the 
Mosaic  account  of  the  creation  and  your  notions  ? 

Phil.  If  all  possible  sense  which  can  be  put  on  the  first 
chapter  of  Genesis  may  be  conceived  as  consistently  with 
my  principles  as  any  other,  then  it  has  no  peculiar  re- 
pugnancy with  them.  But  there  is  no  sense  you  may  not  as 
well  conceive,  believing  as  I  do.  Since,  besides  spirits, 
all  you  conceive  are  ideas  ;  and  the  existence  of  these  I  do 

1.  cc 
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not  deny.  Neither  do  you  pretend  they  exist  without  the 
mind. 

Hyl.  Pray  let  me  see  any  sense  you  can  understand  it  in. 

Phil.  Why,  I  imagine  that  if  I  had  been  present  at  the 
creation,  I  should  have  seen  things  produced  into  being — 
that  is  become  perceptible — in  the  order  prescribed  by  the 
sacred  historian.  I  ever  before  believed  the  Mosaic  account 
of  the  creation,  and  now  find  no  alteration  in  my  manner  of 
believing  it.  When  things  are  said  to  begin  or  end  their  ex- 
istence, we  do  not  mean  this  with  regard  to  God,  but  His 
creatures.  All  objects  are  eternally  known  by  God,  or, 
which  is  the  same  thing,  have  an  eternal  existence  in  His 
mind  :  but  when  things,  before  imperceptible  to  creatures, 
are,  by  a  decree  of  God,  perceptible  to  them,  then  are  they 
said  to  begin  a  relative  existence,  with  respect  to  created 
minds.  Upon  reading  therefore  the  Mosaic  account  of  the 
creation,  I  understand  that  the  several  parts  of  the  world 
became  gradually  perceivable  to  finite  spirits,  endowed  with 
proper  faculties ;  so  that,  whoever  such  were  present,  they 
were  in  truth  perceived  by  them.  This  is  the  literal  obvious 
sense  suggested  to  me  by  the  words  of  the  Holy  Scripture : 
in  which  is  included  no  mention  or  no  thought,  either  of 
substratum,  instrument,  occasion,  or  absolute  existence.  And, 
upon  inquiry,  I  doubt  not  it  will  be  found  that  most  plain 
honest  men,  who  believe  the  creation,  never  think  of  those 
things  any  more  than  I.  What  metaphysical  sense  you 
may  understand  it  in,  you  only  can  tell. 

Hyl.  But,  Philonous,  you  do  not  seem  to  be  aware  that 
you  allow  created  things,  in  the  beginning,  only  a  relative, 
and  consequently  hypothetical  being :  that  is  to  say,  upon 
supposition  there  were  men  to  perceive  them,  without  which 
they  have  no  actuality  of  absolute  existence  wherein  creation 
might  terminate.  Is  it  not,  therefore,  according  to  you, 
plainly  impossible  the  creation  of  any  inanimate  creatures 
should  precede  that  of  man  ?  And  is  not  this  directly  con- 
trary to  the  Mosaic  account  ? 

Phil.  In  answer  to  that,  I  say,  first,  created  beings  might 
begin  to  exist  in  the  mind  of  other  created  intelligences 
beside  men.  You  will  not  therefore  be  able  to  prove  any 
contradiction  between  Moses  and  my  notions,  unless  you 
first  shew  there  was  no  other  order  of  finite  created  spirits  in 


BETWEEN   HYLAS  AND   PHILONOUS.  387 

being  before  man.  I  say  farther,  in  case  we  conceive  the 
creation,  as  we  should  at  this  time  a  parcel  of  plants  or 
vegetables  of  all  sorts  produced,  by  an  invisible  power,  in  a 
desert  where  nobody  was  present — that  this  way  of  explain- 
ing or  conceiving  it  is  consistent  with  my  principles,  since 
they  deprive  you  of  nothing,  either  sensible  or  imaginable ; 
that  it  exactly  suits  with  the  common,  natural,  and  unde- 
bauched  notions  of  mankind ;  that  it  manifests  the  depend- 
ence of  all  things  on  God ;  and  consequently  hath  all  the 
good  effect  or  influence,  which  it  is  possible  that  important 
article  of  our  faith  should  have  in  making  men  humble, 
thankful,  and  resigned  to  their  Creator.  I  say,  moreover, 
that,  in  this  naked  conception  of  things,  divested  of  words, 
there  will  not  be  found  any  notion  of  what  you  call  the 
actuality  of  absolute  existence.  You  may  indeed  raise  a  dust 
with  those  terms,  and  so  lengthen  our  dispute  to  no  purpose. 
But  I  entreat  you  calmly  to  look  into  your  own  thoughts, 
and  then  tell  me  if  they  are  not  a  useless  and  unintelligible 
jargon. 

Hyl.  I  own  I  have  no  very  clear  notion  annexed  to  them. 
But  what  say  you  to  this  ?  Do  you  not  make  the  existence 
of  sensible  things  consist  in  their  being  in  a  mind  ?  And 
were  not  all  things  eternally  in  the  mind  of  God  ?  Did  they 
not  therefore  exist  from  all  eternity,  according  to  you  ?  And 
how  could  that  which  was  eternal  be  created  in  time  ?  Can 
anything  be  clearer  or  better  connected  than  this  ? 

Phil.  And  are  not  you  too  of  opinion,  that  God  knew  all 
things  from  eternity  ? 

Hyl.  I  am. 

Phil.  Consequently  they  always  had  a  being  in  the  Divine 
intellect. 

Hyl.  This  I  acknowledge. 

Phil.  By  your  own  confession,  therefore,  nothing  is  new, 
or  begins  to  be,  in  respect  of  the  mind  of  God.  So  we  are 
agreed  in  that  point. 

Hyl.  What  shall  we  make  then  of  the  creation  ? 

Phil.  May  we  not  understand  it  to  have  been  entirely  in 
respect  of  finite  spirits;  so  that  things,  with  regard  to  us, 
may  properly  be  said  to  begin  their  existence,  or  be  created, 
when  God  decreed  they  should  become  perceptible  to  in- 
telligent creatures,  in  that  order  and  manner  which  He  then 
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established,  and  we  now  call  the  laws  of  nature  ?  You  may 
call  this  a  relative,  or  hypothetical  existence  if  you  please. 
But  so  long  as  it  supplies  us  with  the  most  natural,  obvious, 
and  literal  sense  of  the  Mosaic  history  of  the  creation  ;  so 
long  as  it  answers  all  the  religious  ends  of  that  great  article ; 
in  a  word,  so  long  as  you  can  assign  no  other  sense  or  mean- 
ing in  its  stead  ;  why  should  we  reject  this  ?  Is  it  to  comply 
with  a  ridiculous  sceptical  humour  of  making  everything 
nonsense  and  unintelligible  ?  I  am  sure  you  cannot  say  it 
is  for  the  glory  of  God.  For,  allowing  it  to  be  a  thing 
possible  and  conceivable  that  the  corporeal  world  should 
have  an  absolute  existence  extrinsical  to  the  mind  of  God, 
as  well  as  to  the  minds  of  all  created  spirits ;  yet  how  could 
this  set  forth  either  the  immensity  or  omniscience  of  the 
Deity,  or  the  necessary  and  immediate  dependence  of  all 
things  on  Him  ?  Nay,  would  it  not  rather  seem  to  derogate 
from  those  attributes  ? 

Hyl.  Well,  but  as  to  this  decree  of  God's,  for  making 
things  perceptible,  what  say  you,  Philonous,  is  it  not  plain, 
God  did  either  execute  that  decree  from  all  eternity,  or  at 
some  certain  time  began  to  will  what  He  had  not  actually 
willed  before,  but  only  designed  to  will?  If  the  former, 
then  there  could  be  no  creation  or  beginning  of  existence  in 
finite  things.  If  the  latter,  then  we  must  acknowledge  some- 
thing new  to  befall  the  Deity ;  which  implies  a  sort  of 
change  :  and  all  change  argues  imperfection. 

Phil.  Pray  consider  what  you  are  doing.  Is  it  not  evident 
this  objection  concludes  equally  against  a  creation  in  any 
sense  ;  nay,  against  every  other  act  of  the  Deity,  discoverable 
by  the  light  of  nature  ?  None  of  which  can  we  conceive, 
otherwise  than  as  performed  in  time,  and  having  a  beginning. 
God  is  a  Being  of  transcendent  and  unlimited  perfections  : 
His  Nature,  therefore,  is  incomprehensible  to  finite  spirits. 
It  is  not,  therefore,  to  be  expected,  that  any  man,  whether 
Materialist  or  Immaterialist,  should  have  exactly  just  notions 
of  the  Deity,  His  attributes,  and  ways  of  operation.  If  then 
you  would  infer  anything  against  me,  your  difficulty  must 
not  be  drawn  from  the  inadequateness  of  our  conceptions  of 
the  Divine  nature,  which  is  unavoidable  on  any  scheme,  but 
from  the  denial  of  Matter,  of  which  there  is  not  one  word, 
directly  or  indirectly,  in  what  you  have  now  objected. 
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Hyl.  I  must  acknowledge  the  difficulties  you  are  concerned 
to  clear  are  such  only  as  arise  from  the  non-existence  of 
Matter,  and  are  peculiar  to  that  notion.  So  far  you  are  in 
the  right.  But  I  cannot  by  any  means  bring  myself  to  think 
there  is  no  such  peculiar  repugnancy  between  the  creation 
and  your  opinion :  though  indeed  where  to  fix  it,  I  do  not 
distinctly  know. 

Phil.  What  would  you  have  ?  Do  I  not  acknowledge  a 
twofold  state  of  things,  the  one  ectypal  or  natural,  the  other 
archetypal  and  eternal  ?  The  former  was  created  in  time ; 
the  latter  existed  from  everlasting  in  the  mind  of  God.  Is 
not  this  agreeable  to  the  common  notions  of  divines  ?  Or  is 
any  more  than  this  necessary  in  order  to  conceive  the 
creation  ?  But  you  suspect  some  peculiar  repugnancy,  though 
you  know  not  where  it  lies.  To  take  away  all  possibility  of 
scruple  in  the  case,  do  but  consider  this  one  point.  Either 
you  are  not  able  to  conceive  the  creation  on  any  hypothesis 
whatsoever  j  and,  if  so,  there  is  no  ground  for  dislike  or 
complaint  against  any  particular  opinion  on  that  score  :  or 
you  are  able  to  conceive  it ;  and,  if  so,  why  not  on  my 
principles,  since  thereby  nothing  conceivable  is  taken  away  ? 
You  have  all  along  been  allowed  the  full  scope  of  sense, 
imagination,  and  reason.  Whatever,  therefore,  you  could 
before  apprehend,  either  immediately  or  mediately  by  your 
senses,  or  by  ratiocination  from  your  senses ;  whatever  you 
could  perceive,  imagine,  or  understand,  remains  still  with 
you.  If,  therefore,  the  notion  you  have  of  the  creation  by 
other  principles  be  intelligible,  you  have  it  still  upon  mine ; 
if  it  be  not  intelligible,  I  conceive  it  to  be  no  notion  at  all ; 
and  so  there  is  no  loss  of  it.  And  indeed  it  seems  to  me 
very  plain  that  the  supposition  of  Matter,  that  is  a  thing 
perfectly  unknown  and  inconceivable,  cannot  serve  to  make 
us  conceive  anything.  And,  I  hope  it  need  not  to  be  proved 
to  you  that  if  the  existence  of  Matter  doth  not  make  the 
creation  conceivable,  the  creation's  being  without  it  incon- 
ceivable can  be  no  objection  against  its  non-existence. 

Hyl.  I  confess,  Philonous,  you  have  almost  satisfied  me 
in  this  point  of  the  creation. 

Phil.  I  would  fain  know  why  you  are  not  quite  satisfied. 
You  tell  me  indeed  of  a  repugnancy  between  the  Mosaic 
history  and  Immaterialism :  but  you  know  not  where  it  lies. 
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Is  this  reasonable,  Hylas  ?  Can  you  expect  I  should  solve 
a  difficulty  without  knowing  what  it  is  ?  But,  to  pass  by  all 
that,  would  not  a  man  think  you  were  assured  there  is  no 
repugnancy  between  the  received  notions  of  Materialists  and 
the  inspired  writings  ? 

Hyl.  And  so  I  am. 

Phil.  Ought  the  historical  part  of  Scripture  to  be  under- 
stood in  a  plain  obvious  sense,  or  in  a  sense  which  is 
metaphysical  and  out  of  the  way  ? 

Hyl.  In  the  plain  sense,  doubtless. 

Phil.  When  Moses  speaks  of  herbs,  earth,  water,  &c,  as 
having  been  created  by  God ;  think  you  not  the  sensible 
things  commonly  signified  by  those  words  are  suggested  to 
every  unphilosophical  reader  ? 

Hyl.  I  cannot  help  thinking  so. 

Phil.  And  are  not  all  ideas,  or  things  perceived  by  sense, 
to  be  denied  a  real  existence  by  the  doctrine  of  the 
Materialist  ? 

Hyl.  This  I  have  already  acknowledged. 

Phil.  The  creation,  therefore,  according  to  them,  was  not 
the  creation  of  things  sensible,  which  have  only  a  relative 
being,  but  of  certain  unknown  natures,  which  have  an 
absolute  being,  wherein  creation  might  terminate  ? 

Hyl.  True. 

Phil.  Is  it  not  therefore  evident  the  assertors  of  Matter 
destroy  the  plain  obvious  sense  of  Moses,  with  which  their 
notions  are  utterly  inconsistent ;  and  instead  of  it  obtrude  on 
us  I  know  not  what,  something  equally  unintelligible  to 
themselves  and  me  ? 

Hyl.  I  cannot  contradict  you. 

Phil.  Moses  tells  us  of  a  creation.  A  creation  of  what  ? 
of  unknown  quiddities,  of  occasions,  or  substratum  ?  No, 
certainly  ;  but  of  things  obvious  to  the  senses.  You  must 
first  reconcile  this  with  your  notions,  if  you  expect  I  should 
be  reconciled  to  them. 

Hyl.  I  see  you  can  assault  me  with  my  own  weapons. 

Phil.  Then  as  to  absolute  existence;  was  there  ever 
known  a  more  jejune  notion  than  that  ?  Something  it  is  so 
abstracted  and  unintelligible  that  you  have  frankly  owned 
you  could  not  conceive  it,  much  less  explain  anything  by  it. 
But,  allowing  Matter  to  exist,  and  the  notion  of  absolute 
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existence  to  be  as  clear  as  light,  yet,  was  this  ever  known  to 
make  the  creation  more  credible  ?  Nay,  hath  it  not  furnished 
the  atheists  and  infidels  of  all  ages  with  the  most  plausible 
arguments  against  a  creation  ?  That  a  corporeal  substance, 
which  hath  an  absolute  existence  without  the  minds  of  spirits, 
should  be  produced  out  of  nothing,  by  the  mere  will  of  a 
Spirit,  hath  been  looked  upon  as  a  thing  so  contrary  to  all 
reason,  so  impossible  and  absurd,  that  not  only  the  most 
celebrated  among  the  ancients,  but  even  divers  modern  and 
Christian  philosophers  have  thought  Matter  co-eternal  with 
the  Deity.  Lay  these  things  together,  and  then  judge  you 
whether  Materialism  disposes  men  to  believe  the  creation  of 
things. 

Hyl.  I  own,  Philonous,  I  think  it  does  not.  This  of  the 
creation  is  the  last  objection  I  can  think  of;  and  I  must 
needs  own  it  hath  been  sufficiently  answered  as  well  as  the 
rest.  Nothing  now  remains  to  be  overcome  but  a  sort  of 
unaccountable  backwardness  that  I  find  in  myself  towards 
your  notions. 

Phil.  When  a  man  is  swayed,  he  knows  not  why,  to  one 
side  of  the  question,  can  this,  think  you,  be  anything  else 
but  the  effect  of  prejudice,  which  never  fails  to  attend  old 
and  rooted  notions  ?  And  indeed  in  this  respect  I  cannot 
deny  the  belief  of  Matter  to  have  very  much  the  advantage 
over  the  contrary  opinion,  with  men  of  a  learned  education. 

Hyl.  I  confess  it  seems  to  be  as  you  say. 

Phil.  As  a  balance,  therefore,  to  this  weight  of  prejudice, 
let  us  throw  into  the  scale  the  great  advantages  that  arise  from 
the  belief  of  Immaterialism,  both  in  regard  to  religion  and 
human  learning.  The  being  of  a  God,  and  incorruptibility 
of  the  soul,  those  great  articles  of  religion,  are  they  not  proved 
with  the  clearest  and  most  immediate  evidence  ?  When  I  say 
the  being  of  a  God,  I  do  not  mean  an  obscure  general  cause 
of  things,  whereof  we  have  no  conception,  but  God,  in  the 
strict  and  proper  sense  of  the  word ;  a  Being  whose  spirituality, 
omnipresence,  providence,  omniscience,  infinite  power  and 
goodness,  are  as  conspicuous  as  the  existence  of  sensible 
things,  of  which  (notwithstanding  the  fallacious  pretences 
and  affected  scruples  of  Sceptics)  there  is  no  more  reason 
to  doubt  than  of  our  own  being.  Then,  with  relation  to 
human  sciences  :  in  Natural  Philosophy,  what  intricacies,  what 
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obscurities,  what  contradictions  hath  the  belief  of  Matter  led 
men  into  !  To  say  nothing  of  the  numberless  disputes  about 
its  extent,  continuity,  homogeneity,  gravity,  divisibility,  &c. — 
do  they  not  pretend  to  explain  all  things  by  bodies  operating 
on  bodies,  according  to  the  laws  of  motion  ?  and  yet,  are  they 
able  to  comprehend  how  one  body  should  move  another? 
Nay,  admitting  there  was  no  difficulty  in  reconciling  the 
notion  of  an  inert  being  with  a  cause,  or  in  conceiving  how 
an  accident  might  pass  from  one  body  to  another ;  yet,  by 
all  their  strained  thoughts  and  extravagant  suppositions,  have 
they  been  able  to  reach  the  mechanical  production  of  any 
one  animal  or  vegetable  body  ?  Can  they  account,  by  the  laws 
of  motion,  for  sounds,  tastes,  smells,  or  colours,  or  for  the 
regular  course  of  things  ?  Have  they  accounted,  by  physical 
principles,  for  the  aptitude  and  contrivance  even  of  the  most 
inconsiderable  parts  of  the  universe?  But  laying  aside 
Matter  and  corporeal  causes,  and  admitting  only  the 
efficiency  of  an  All-perfect  Mind,  are  not  all  the  effects  of 
nature  easy  and  intelligible  ?  If  the  phenomena  are  nothing 
else  but  ideas  ;  God  is  a  spirit,  but  Matter  an  unintelligent, 
unperceiving  being.  If  they  demonstrate  an  unlimited  power 
in  their  cause  ;  God  is  active  and  omnipotent,  but  Matter  an 
inert  mass.  If  the  order,  regularity,  and  usefulness  of  them 
can  never  be  sufficiently  admired ;  God  is  infinitely  wise  and 
provident,  but  Matter  destitute  of  all  contrivance  and  design. 
These  surely  are  great  advantages  in  physics.  Not  to  mention 
that  the  apprehension  of  a  distant  Deity  naturally  disposes 
men  to  a  negligence  of  their  moral  actions,  which  they  would 
be  more  cautious  of,  in  case  they  thought  him  immediately 
present,  and  acting  on  their  minds,  without  the  interposition 
of  Matter,  or  unthinking  second  causes.  Then  in  meta- 
physics :  what  difficulties  concerning  entity  in  abstract,  sub- 
stantial forms,  hylarchic  principles,  plastic  natures,  substance 
and  accident,  principle  of  individuation,  possibility  of  Matter's 
thinking,  origin  of  ideas,  the  manner  how  two  independent 
substances  so  widely  different  as  Spirit  and  Matter,  should 
mutually  operate  on  each  other  ?  what  difficulties,  I  say,  and 
endless  disquisitions,  concerning  these  and  innumerable  other 
the  like  points,  do  we  escape,  by  supposing  only  Spirits  and 
ideas  ?  Even  the  mathematics  themselves,  if  we  take  away 
the  absolute  existence  of  extended  things,  become  much  more 
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clear  and  easy ;  the  most  shocking  paradoxes  and  intricate 
speculations  in  those  sciences  depending  on  the  infinite  divisi- 
bility of  finite  extension,  which  depends  on  that  supposition. 
— But  what  need  is  there  to  insist  on  the  particular  sciences  ? 
Is  not  that  opposition  to  all  science  whatsoever,  that  frenzy 
of  the  ancient  and  modern  Sceptics,  built  on  the  same  founda- 
tion? Or  can  you  produce  so  much  as  one  argument 
against  the  reality  of  corporeal  things  or  in  behalf  of  that 
avowed  utter  ignorance  of  their  natures,  which  doth  not 
suppose  their  reality  to  consist  in  an  external  absolute  exist- 
ence ?  Upon  this  supposition,  indeed,  the  objections  from 
the  change  of  colours  in  a  pigeon's  neck,  or  the  appearance 
of  the  broken  oar  in  the  water,  must  be  allowed  to  have 
weight.  But  these  and  the  like  objections  vanish,  if  we  do 
not  maintain  the  being  of  absolute  external  originals,  but 
place  the  reality  of  things  in  ideas,  fleeting  indeed,  and 
changeable ;  however,  not  changed  at  random,  but  accord- 
ing to  the  fixed  order  of  nature.  For,  herein  consists  that 
constancy  and  truth  of  things  which  secures  all  the  concerns 
of  life,  and  distinguishes  that  which  is  real  from  the  irregular 
visions  of  the  fancy. 

Hyl.  I  agree  to  all  you  have  now  said,  and  must  own  that 
nothing  can  incline  me  to  embrace  your  opinion  more  than 
the  advantages  I  see  it  is  attended  with.  I  am  by  nature 
lazy ;  and  this  would  be  a  mighty  abridgment  in  knowledge. 
What  doubts,  what  hypotheses,  what  labyrinths  of  amuse- 
ment, what  fields  of  disputation,  what  an  ocean  of  false  learn- 
ing may  be  avoided  by  that  single  notion  of  Immaterialism  ! 

Phil.  After  all,  is  there  anything  farther  remaining  to  be 
done  ?  You  may  remember  you  promised  to  embrace  that 
opinion  which  upon  examination  should  appear  most  agree- 
able to  Common  Sense  and  remote  from  Scepticism.  This, 
by  your  own  confession,  is  that  which  denies  Matter,  or  the 
absolute  existence  of  corporeal  things.  Nor  is  this  all ;  the 
same  notion  has  been  proved  several  ways,  viewed  in  different 
lights,  pursued  in  its  consequences,  and  all  objections  against 
it  cleared.  Can  there  be  a  greater  evidence  of  its  truth  ?  or 
is  it  possible  it  should  have  all  the  marks  of  a  true  opinion 
and  yet  be  false? 

HyL  I  own  myself  entirely  satisfied  for  the  present  in  all 
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respects.  But,  what  security  can  I  have  that  I  shall  still  con- 
tinue the  same  full  assent  to  your  opinion,  and  that  no  un- 
thought-of  objection  or  difficulty  will  occur  hereafter  ? 

Phil.  Pray,  Hylas,  do  you  in  other  cases,  when  a  point  is 
once  evidently  proved,  withhold  your  consent  on  account  of 
objections  or  difficulties  it  may  be  liable  to  ?  Are  the  diffi- 
culties that  attend  the  doctrine  of  incommensurable  quan- 
tities, of  the  angle  of  contact,  of  the  asymptotes  to  curves,  or 
the  like,  sufficient  to  make  you  hold  out  against  mathematical 
demonstration  ?  Or  will  you  disbelieve  the  Providence  of 
God,  because  there  may  be  some  particular  things  which  you 
know  not  how  to  reconcile  with  it  ?  If  there  are  difficulties 
attending  Immaterialism,  there  are  at  the  same  time  direct 
and  evident  proofs  of  it.  But  for  the  existence  of  Matter 
there  is  not  one  proof,  and  far  more  numerous  and  insur- 
mountable objections  lie  against  it.  But  where  are  those 
mighty  difficulties  you  insist  on  ?  Alas  !  you  know  not 
where  or  what  they  are ;  something  which  may  possibly  occur 
hereafter.  If  this  be  a  sufficient  pretence  for  withholding 
your  full  assent,  you  should  never  yield  it  to  any  proposition, 
how  free  soever  from  exceptions,  how  clearly  and  solidly  so- 
ever demonstrated. 

Hyl.  You  have  satisfied  me,  Philonons. 

Phil.  But,  to  arm  you  against  all  future  objections,  do  but 
consider,  that  which  bears  equally  hard  on  two  contradictory 
opinions  can  be  proof  against  neither.  Whenever,  therefore, 
any  difficulty  occurs,  try  if  you  can  find  a  solution  for  it  on 
the  hypothesis  of  the  Materialists.  Be  not  deceived  by 
words ;  but  sound  your  own  thoughts.  And  in  case  you  can- 
not conceive  it  easier  by  the  help  of  Materialism,  it  is  plain  it 
can  be  no  objection  against  Immaterialism.  Had  you  pro- 
ceeded all  along  by  this  rule,  you  would  probably  have  spared 
yourself  abundance  of  trouble  in  objecting  ;  since  of  all  your 
difficulties  I  challenge  you  to  shew  one  that  is  explained  by 
Matter  :  nay,  which  is  not  more  unintelligible  with  than 
without  that  supposition,  and  consequently  makes  rather 
against  than  for  it.  You  should  consider,  in  each  particular, 
whether  the  difficulty  arises  from  the  non-existence  of  Matter. 
If  it  doth  not,  you  might  as  well  argue  from  the  infinite 
divisibility  of  extension  against  the  Divine  prescience,  as  from 
such  a  difficulty  against  Immaterialism.     And  yet,  upon  re- 
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collection,  I  believe  you  will  find  this  to  have  been  often  if 
not  always  the  case.  You  should  likewise  take  heed  not  to 
argue  on  a  petitio  principii.  One  is  apt  to  say,  the  unknown 
substances  ought  to  be  esteemed  real  things,  rather  than  the 
ideas  in  our  minds  :  and  who  can  tell  but  the  unthinking 
external  substance  may  concur  as  a  cause  or  instrument  in  the 
productions  of  our  ideas  ?  But,  is  not  this  proceeding  on  a 
supposition  that  there  are  such  external  substances  ?  And 
to  suppose  this,  is  it  not  begging  the  question  ?  But,  above 
all  things,  you  should  beware  of  imposing  on  yourself  by 
that  vulgar  sophism  which  is  called  ignoratio  elenchi.  You 
talked  often  as  if  you  thought  I  maintained  the  non-existence 
of  Sensible  Things  :  whereas  in  truth  no  one  can  be  more 
thoroughly  assured  of  their  existence  than  I  am  :  and  it  is 
you  who  doubt;  I  should  have  said,  positively  deny  it. 
Everything  that  is  seen,  felt,  heard,  or  any  way  perceived 
by  the  senses,  is,  on  the  principles  I  embrace,  a  real  being, 
but  not  on  yours.  Remember,  the  Matter  you  contend  for 
is  an  unknown  somewhat  (if  indeed  it  may  be  termed  some- 
what), which  is  quite  stripped  of  all  sensible  qualities,  and 
can  neither  be  perceived  by  sense,  nor  apprehended  by  the 
mind.  Remember,  I  say,  that  it  is  not  any  object  which  is 
hard  or  soft,  hot  or  cold,  blue  or  white,  round  or  square,  &c. ; 
— for  all  these  things  I  affirm  do  exist.  Though  indeed  I 
deny  they  have  an  existence  distinct  from  being  perceived ;  or 
that  they  exist  out  of  all  minds  whatsoever.  Think  on  these 
points ;  let  them  be  attentively  considered  and  still  kept  in 
view.  Otherwise  you  will  not  comprehend  the  state  of  the 
question;  without  which  your  objections  will  always  be  wide  of 
the  mark,  and  instead  of  mine,  may  possibly  be  directed  (as 
more  than  once  they  have  been)  against  your  own  notions. 

Hyl.  I  must  needs  own,  Philonons,  nothing  seems  to  have 
kept  me  from  agreeing  with  you  more  than  this  same  mis- 
taking the  question.  In  denying  Matter,  at  first  glimpse  I  am 
tempted  to  imagine  you  deny  the  things  we  see  and  feel : 
but,  upon  reflexion,  find  there  is  no  ground  for  it.  What 
think  you,  therefore,  of  retaining  the  name  Matter,  and 
applying  it  to  sensible  things  ?  This  may  be  done  without 
any  change  in  your  sentiments  :  and,  believe  me,  it  would 
be  a  means  of  reconciling  them  to  some  persons  who  may 
be  more  shocked  at  an  innovation  in  words  than  in  opinion. 
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Phil.  With  all  my  heart :  retain  the  word  Matter,  and 
apply  it  to  the  objects  of  sense,  if  you  please ;  provided  you 
do  not  attribute  to  them  any  subsistence  distinct  from  their 
being  perceived.  I  shall  never  quarrel  with  you  for  an  ex- 
pression. Matter,  or  material  substance,  are  terms  introduced 
by  philosophers ;  and,  as  used  by  them,  imply  a  sort  of  in- 
dependency, or  a  subsistence  distinct  from  being  perceived 
by  a  mind  :  but  are  never  used  by  common  people ;  or,  if 
ever,  it  is  to  signify  the  immediate  objects  of  sense.  One 
would  think,  therefore,  so  long  as  the  names  of  all  particular 
things,  with  the  terms  sensible,  substance,  body,  stuff,  and  the 
like,  are  retained,  the  word  Matter  should  be  never  missed 
in  common  talk.  And  in  philosophical  discourses  it  seems 
the  best  way  to  leave  it  quite  out :  since  there  is  not,  perhaps, 
any  one  thing  that  hath  more  favoured  and  strengthened  the 
depraved  bent  of  the  mind  towards  Atheism  than  the  use  of 
that  general  confused  term. 

Hyl.  Well  but,  Philonous,  since  I  am  content  to  give  up 
the  notion  of  an  unthinking  substance  exterior  to  the  mind, 
I  think  you  ought  not  to  deny  me  the  privilege  of  using  the 
word  Matter  as  I  please,  and  annexing  it  to  a  collection  of 
sensible  qualities  subsisting  only  in  the  mind.  I  freely  own 
there  is  no  other  substance,  in  a  strict  sense,  than  Spirit. 
But  I  have  been  so  long  accustomed  to  the  term  Matter  that 
I  know  not  how  to  part  with  it.  To  say,  there  is  no  Matter 
in  the  World,  is  still  shocking  to  me.  Whereas  to  say 
There  is  no  Matter,  if  by  that  term  be  meant  an  unthinking 
substance  existing  without  the  mind  ;  but  if  by  Matter  is 
meant  some  sensible  thing,  whose  existence  consists  in  being 
perceived,  then  there  is  Matter: — this  distinction  gives  it 
quite  another  turn ;  and  men  will  come  into  your  notions 
with  small  difficulty,  when  they  are  proposed  in  that  manner. 
For,  after  all,  the  controversy  about  Matter  in  the  strict 
acceptation  of  it,  lies  altogether  between  you  and  the 
philosophers  :  whose  principles,  I  acknowledge,  are  not  near 
so  natural,  or  so  agreeable  to  the  common  sense  of  mankind, 
and  Holy  Scripture,  as  yours.  There  is  nothing  we  either 
desire  or  shun  but  as  it  makes,  or  is  apprehended  to  make, 
some  part  of  our  happiness  or  misery.  But  what  hath  happi- 
ness or  misery,  joy  or  grief,  pleasure  or  pain,  to  do  with 
Absolute  Existence;  or  with  unknown  entities,  abstracted 
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from  all  relation  to  us  ?  It  is  evident,  things  regard  us  only 
as  they  are  pleasing  or  displeasing :  and  they  can  please  or 
displease  only  so  far  forth  as  they  are  perceived.  Farther, 
therefore,  we  are  not  concerned ;  and  thus  far  you  leave 
things  as  you  found  them.  Yet  still  there  is  something  new 
in  this  doctrine.  It  is  plain,  I  do  not  now  think  with  the 
philosophers,  nor  yet  altogether  with  the  vulgar.  I  would 
know  how  the  case  stands  in  that  respect;  precisely,  what 
you  have  added  to,  or  altered  in  my  former  notions. 

Phil.  I  do  not  pretend  to  be  a  setter-up  of  new  notions. 
My  endeavours  tend  only  to  unite  and  place  in  a  clearer 
light  that  truth  which  was  before  shared  between  the  vulgar 
and  the  philosophers : — the  former  being  of  opinion,  that 
those  things  they  immediately  perceive  are  the  real  things;  and 
the  latter,  that  the  things  immediately  perceived  are  ideas  which 
exist  only  in  the  mind.  Which  two  notions  put  together,  do, 
in  effect,  constitute  the  substance  of  what  I  advance. 

Hyl.  I  have  been  a  long  time  distrusting  my  senses ;  me- 
thought  I  saw  things  by  a  dim  light  and  through  false  glasses. 
Now  the  glasses  are  removed  and  a  new  light  breaks  in  upon 
my  understanding.  I  am  clearly  convinced  that  I  see  things 
in  their  native  forms,  and  am  no  longer  in  pain  about  their 
unknown  natures  or  absolute  existence.  This  is  the  state  I 
find  myself  in  at  present ;  though,  indeed,  the  course  that 
brought  me  to  it  I  do  not  yet  thoroughly  comprehend.  You 
set  out  upon  the  same  principles  that  Academics,  Cartesians, 
and  the  like  sects  usually  do,  and  for  a  long  time  it  looked 
as  if  you  were  advancing  their  Philosophical  Scepticism ;  but, 
in  the  end,  your  conclusions  are  directly  opposite  to  theirs. 

Phil.  You  see,  Hy/as,  the  water  of  yonder  fountain,  how 
it  is  forced  upwards,  in  a  round  column,  to  a  certain  height; 
at  which  it  breaks,  and  falls  back  into  the  basin  from  whence 
it  rose :  its  ascent  as  well  as  descent  proceeding  from  the 
same  uniform  law  or  principle  of  gravitation.  Just  so,  the 
same  principles  which,  at  first  view,  lead  to  Scepticism, 
pursued  to  a  certain  point,  bring  men  back  to  Common 
Sense. 

END  OF  vol.  i. 
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BURTON  (Sir  R.  F.)  Personal 
Narrative  of  a  Pilgrimage  to 
Al-Madinah  and  Meeoah.  By 
Captain  Sir  Richard  F.  Burton, 
K.C.M.G.  With  an  Introduction 
by  Stanley  Lane-Poole,  and  al! 
the  original  Illustrations.  2  vols. 
35.  6d.  each. 

*#*  This  is  the  copyright  edi- 
tion, containing  the  author's  latest 
notes. 

BUTLER'S  (Bishop)  Analogy  a 
Religion,  Natural  and  Revealed, 
to  the  Constitution  and  Course  of 
Nature;  together  with  two  Dis- 
sertations on  Personal  Identity  and 
on  the  Nature  of  Virtue,  and 
Fifteen  Sermons,     y.  6d. 

BUTLER'S  (Samuel)  Hitdibias. 
With  Variorum  Notes,  a  Bio- 
graphy, Portrait,  and  28  Illus- 
trations.    $s. 

or,  further  Illustrated  with  60 

Outline   Portraits.      2  vols.      5-s. 


Contained  in  Bohris  Libraries. 
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CJESAB.  Commentaries  on  the 
Gallic  and  Civil  Wars,  Trans- 
lated by  W.  A.  McDevitte,  B.A. 
5*- 

CAMOENS'  Lusiad  ;  or,  the  Dis- 
covery of  India.  An  Epic  Foem. 
Translated  by  W.  J.  Mickle.  5th 
Edition,  revised  by  E.  R.  Hodges, 
M.C.P.    y.  6d. 

CARAFAS  (The)  of  Maddaloni. 
Naples  under  Spanish  Dominion. 
Translated  from  the  German  of 
Alfred  de  Reumont.     y.  6d. 

CARLYLE'S  French  Revolution. 
Edited  by  J.  Holland  Rose, 
Litt.D.     Illus.    3  vols.    5-r.  each. 

Sartor   Resartus.     With   75 

Illustrations  by  Edmund  J.  Sul- 
livan.    5.J. 

CARPENTER'S     (Dr.    W.    B.) 

Zoology.     Revised   Edition,   by 

W.  S.  Dallas,  F.L.S.     With  very 

numerous  Woodcuts.     Vol.  I.  6s. 

[  Vol.  II.  out  of  print. 

CARPENTER'S  Meohanical 
Philosophy,  Astronomy,  and 
Horology.     181  Woodcuts.     $s. 

Vegetable  Physiology    and 

Systematic  3otany.  Revised 
Edition,  by  E.  Lankester,  M.D., 
&c.  With  very  numerous  Wood- 
cuts.    6s. 

Animal  Physiology.   Revised 

Edition.  With  upwards  of  300 
Woodcuts.     6s. 

CASTLE  (E.)  Schools  and 
Masters  of  Fence,  from  the 
Middle  Ages  to  the  End  of  the 
Eighteenth  Century.  By  Egerton 
Castle,  M.A.,  F.S.A.  With  a 
Complete  Bibliography.  Illus- 
trated with  140  Reproductions  of 
Old  Engravings  and  6  Plates  of 
Swords,  showing  114  Examples. 
dr. 


CATTERMOLE'S  Evenings  at 
Haddon  Hall.  With  24  En- 
gravings on  Steel  from  designs  by 
Cattermole,  the  Letterpress  by  the 
Baroness  de  Carabella.     $s. 

CATULLUS,  Tlbullus,  and  the 
Vigil  of  Venus.  A  Literal  Prose 
Translation.     5;. 

CELLINI  (Benvenuto).  Me- 
moirs of,  written  by  Himself. 
Translated  by  Thomas  Roscoe. 
3s.  6d. 

CERVANTES'  Don  Quixote  de 
la  Mancha.  Motteaux's  Trans- 
lation revised.  2  vols.  $s.  6d. 
each. 

Galatea.      A    Pastoral    Ro 

mance.     Translated  by  G.  W.  J 
Gyll.     3*.  6d. 

Exemplary  Novels.    Trans 

lated  by  Walter  K.  Kelly.  3s.  6d. 

CHAUCER'S  Poetical  Works 
Edited  by  Robert  Bell.  Revised 
Edition,  wilh  a  Preliminary  Essay 
by  Prof.  W.  W.  Skeat,  M.A.  4 
vols.     2s-  6d-  each. 

CHESS  CONGRESS  of  1862. 
A  Collection  of  the  Games  played. 
Edited  by  J.  Lowenthal.     5*. 

CHEVREUL  on  Colour.  Trans- 
lated from  the  French  by  Charles 
Martel.  Third  Edition,  with 
Plates,  5*. ;  or  with  an  additional 
series  of  16  Plates  in  Colours, 
js.  6d. 

CHINA,  Pictorial,  Descriptive, 
and  Historical.  With  Map  and 
nearly  100  Illustrations.     5*. 

CHRONICLES  OF  THE  CRU- 
SADES. Contemporary  Narra- 
tives of  the  Crusade  of  Richard 
Coeur  de  Lion,  by  Richard  of 
Devizes  and  Geoffrey  de  Vinsauf ; 
and  of  the  Crusade  at  St.  Louis, 
by  Lord  John  de  Joinville.     5-r. 


An  Alphabetical  List  of  Books 


CICERO'S  Orations.  Translated 
by  Prof.  C  D.  Yonge,  M.A.  4 
vols.     5*.  each. 

. .  Letters.  Translated  by  Evelyn 

S.  Shuckbargh.    4  vols.    5*.  each. 

On    Oratory   and    Orators. 

With  Letters  to  Quintus  and 
Brutus.  Translated  by  the  Rev. 
J.  S.  Watson,  M.A.     5*. 

On  the  Nature  of  the  Gods, 

Divination,  Fate,  Laws,  a  Re- 
public, Consulship.  Translated 
by  Prof.  C.  D.  Yonge,  M.A.,  and 
Francis  Barham.     5*. 

„ Academies,  De  Ficibus,  and 

Tusculan  Questions.  By  Prof. 
C.  D.  Yonge,  M.A.     $*• 

Offices  ;    or,    Moral    Duties. 

Cato  Major,  an  Essay  on  Old 
Age ;  Ljelius,  an  Essay  on  Friend- 
ship ;  Scipio's  Dream ;  Paradoxes ; 
Letter  to  Quintus  on  Magistrates. 
Translated  by  C.  R.  Edmonds. 
y.  6d. 

CORNELIUS    NEPOS.— See 

Justin. 

CLARK'S  (Hugh)  Introduction 
to  Heraldry.  loth  Edition,  Re- 
vised and  Enlarged  by  J.  R. 
Planch6,  Rouge  Croix.  With 
nearly  1000  Illustrations.  5*.  Or 
with  the  Illustrations  Coloured, 
IBs. 

CLASSIC  TALES,  containing 
Rasselas,  Vicar  of  Wakefield, 
Gulliver's  Travels,  and  The  Senti- 
mental Journey.     3*.  6d. 

COLERIDGE'S  (S.  T.)  Friend. 
A  Series  of  Essays  on  Morals, 
Politics,  and  Religion.     3*.  6d. 

Aids  to  Reflection,  and  the 

Confessions  of  an  Inquiring 
Spirit,  to  which  are  added  the 
Essays  on  Faith  and  the  Book 
of  Common  Prayer,     y.  od. 


COLERIDGE'S  Lectures  and 
Notes  on  Shakespeare  and 
other  English  Poeta.  Edited 
by  T.  Ashe.     3s.  6d. 

Biographia  Literaria ;  to- 
gether with  Two  Lay  Sermons. 
3*.  6d. 

Table-Talk   and    Omnlana. 

Edited  by  T.  Ashe,  B.A.     3.?.  6d. 

Miscellanies,  iSsthetlc  and 

Literary;  to  which  is  added, 
The  Theory  of  Life.  Col- 
lected and  arranged  by  T.  Ashe, 
B.A.    y.6d. 

COMTE'S  Positive  Philosophy. 
Translated  and  condensed  by 
Harriet  Martineau.  With  Intro- 
duction by  Frederic  Harrison. 
3  vols.     $s.  each. 

COMTE'S  Philosophy  of  the 
Sciences,  being  an  Exposition  of 
the  Principles  of  the  Cours  ds 
Philosophk  Positive.  By  G.  H. 
Lewes.    5*. 

CONDES  History  of  the  Be 
minion  of  the  Arabs  in  Spain. 
Translated  by  Mrs.  Foster.  3 
vols.     3 J.  6d.  each. 

COOPERS  Biographical  Dic- 
tionary. Containing  Concise 
Notices  (upwards  of  15,000)  of 
Eminent  Persons  of  all  Ages  and 
Countries.  By  Thorn  pson  Coopc  r, 
F.S.A.  With  a  Supplement, 
bringing  the  work  down  to  1883. 
2  vols.     $s.  each. 

COXE'S  Memoirs  of  the  Duke  of 
Marlborough.  With  his  original 
Correspondence.  By  W.  Coxe, 
M.A.,  F.R.S.  Revised  edition 
by  John  Wade.  3  vols.  3 s.  6d. 
each. 

—  History  of  the  House  of 
Austria  (1218-1792).  With  a 
Continuation  from  the  Accession 
of  Francis  I.  to  the  Revolution  of 
1848.     4  vols.     y.  6d.  each. 


Contained  in  Bo/in's  Libraries. 


CRAIK'S  (G.  L.)  Pursuit  of  Snow- 
ledge  under  Difficulties.  Illus- 
trated by  Anecdotes  and  Memoirs. 
Revised  edition,  with  numerous 
Woodcut  Portraits  and  Plates.   $s. 

CUNNINGHAM'S  Lives  of  the 
Most  Eminent  British  Painters. 
A  New  Edition,  with  Notes  and 
Sixteen  fresh  Lives.  By  Mrs. 
Heaton.     3  vols.     3*.  6d.  each. 

DANTE.  Divine  Comedy.  Trans- 
lated by  the  Rev.  H.  F.  Cary, 
M.A.     3 j.  6d, 

Translated  into  English  Verse 

by  I.  C  Wright,  M.A.  3rd  Edi- 
tion, revised.  With  Portrait,  and 
34  Illustrations  on  Steel,  after 
Flaxman. 

DANTE.  The  Inferno.  A  Literal 
Prose  Translation,  with  the  Text 
of  the  Original  printed  on  the  same 
page.   By  John  A.  Carlyle,  M.D. 

DE  COMMTNES  (Philip),  Me- 
moirs of.  Containing  the  Histories 
of  Louis  XL  and  Charles  VIII., 
Kings  of  France,  and  Charles 
the  Bold,  Duke  of  Burgundy. 
Together  with  the  Scandalous 
Chronicle,  or  Secret  History  of 
Louis  XL,  by  Jean  de  Troyes. 
Translated  by  Andrew  R.  Scobk. 
With  Portraits.  2  vols.  3*.  6d. 
each. 

DEFOE'S  Novels  and  Miscel- 
laneous Works.  With  Prefaces 
and  Notes,  including  those  attri- 
buted to  Sir  W.  Sco.t.  7  vols. 
3*.  6d.  each. 

I. — Captain    Singleton,    and 
Colonel  Jack. 

II. — Memoirs  of  a  Cavalier, 
Captain  Carleton, 
Dickory  Cronke,  &c. 

III.— Moll   Flanders,    and    the 
History  of  the  Devil. 


Defoe's  Novels  and  Miscel- 
laneous Works — continued. 

IV. — Roxana,  and  Life  of  Mrs. 
Christian  Davies. 

V.  — History  of  the  Great  Plagu  e 
of  London,  1665  ;  The 
Storm  (1703) ;  and  the 
True-born  Englishman. 

VI. — Duncan  Campbell,  New 
Voyage  round  the 
World,  and  Political 
Tracts. 

VII. — Robinson  Crusoe. 

DEMMINS  History  of  Arms 
and  Armour,  from  the  Earliest 
Period.  By  Augusle  Demmin. 
Translated  by  C.  C.  Black,  M.A. 
With  nearly  2000  Illustrations. 
fs.  6d. 

DEMOSTHENES'  Orations. 
Translated  by  C.  Rann  Kennedy. 
5  vols.  Vol.  L,  p.  6d.;  Vols. 
II. -V.,  5 s.  each. 

DE  STAEL'S  Corinne  or  Italy. 
By  Madame  de  Stael.  Trans- 
lated by  Emily  Baldwin  and 
Paulina  Driver.     3.?.  6d. 

DICTIONARY  of  Latin  and 
Greek  Quotations ;  including 
Proverbs,  Maxims,  Mottoes,  Law 
Terms  and  Phrases.  With  all  the 
Quantities  marked,  and  English 
Translations.  With  Index  Ver- 
borum  (622  pages).     5s. 

DICTIONARY  of  Obsolete  and 
Provincial  English.  Compiled 
by  Thomas  Wright,  M.A.,  F.S  A., 
&c.     2  vols.     5*.  each. 

DID  RON'S  Christian  Icono- 
graphy :  a  History  of  Christian 
Art  in  the  Middle  Ages.  Trans- 
lated by  E.  J.  Millington  and 
completed  by  Margaret  Stokes. 
With  240  Illustrations.  2  vols. 
5*.  each. 
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DIOGENES  LAERTIUS.  Lives 
and  Opinions  of  the  Ancient 
Philosophers.  Translated  by 
Prof.  C.  D.  Yonge,  M.A. '  $s. 

DOBREE'S  Adversaria.  Edited 
by  the  late  Prof.  Wagner.  2  vols. 
$s.  each. 

D  O  D  D '  S  Epigrammatists.  A 
Selection  from  the  Epigrammatic 
Literature  of  Ancient,  Mediaeval, 
and  Modern  Times.  By  the  Rev. 
Henry  Philip  Dodd,  M.A.  Ox- 
ford.  2nd  Edition,  revised  and 
enlarged.     6s. 

DONALDSON'S  The  Theatre  of 
the  Greeks.  A  Treatise  on  the 
History  and  Exhibition  of  the 
Greek  Drama.  With  numerous 
Illustrations  and  3  Plans.  By  John 
William  Donaldson  D.D.     51. 

DRAPER'S  History  of  the 
Intellectual  Development  of 
Europe.  By  John  William  Draper, 
M.D.,  LL.D.     2  vols.     5*.  each. 

DUNLOP'S  History  of  Fiotion. 
A  new  Edition.  Revised  by 
Henry  Wilson.    2  vols.    5-r.  each. 

DYER'S  History  of  Modern  Eu- 
rope, from  the  Fall  of  Constan- 
tinople. 3rd  edition,  revised  and 
continued  to  the  end  of  the  Nine- 
teenth Century.  By  Arthur  Has- 
sall,  M.A.    6  vols.    p.  6<feach. 

DYER'S  (Dr.  T.  H.)  Pompeii  :  its 
Buildings  and  Antiquities.  By 
T.  H.  Dyer,  LL.D.  With  nearly 
300  Wood  Engravings,  a  large 
Map,  and  a  Plan  of  the  Forum. 
7*.  6d. 

DYER  (T.  P.  T.)  British  Popular 
Customs,  Present  and  Past. 
An  Account  of  the  various  Games 
and  Customs  associated  with  Dif- 
ferent Days  of  the  Year  in  the 
British  Isles,  arranged  according 
to  the  Calendar.  By  the  Rev. 
T.  F.  Thiselton  Dyer,  M.A.     5*. 


EBERS'  Egyptian  Princess.  An 
Historical  Novel.  By  George 
Ebers.  Translated  by  E.  S. 
Buchheim.     3s.  6d. 

EDGEWORTH'S  Stories  for 
Children.  With  8  Illustrations 
by  L.  Speed.     35.  6rf. 

ELZE'S  William  Shakespeare. 
— See  Shakespeare. 

EMERSON'S    Works.      5   vols. 
3*.  6d.  each. 

I. — Essays    and    Representative 
Men. 
II. — English  Traits,  Nature,  and 
Conduct  of  Life. 
III. — Society  and  Solitude — Letters 
and    Social     Aims  —  Ad- 
dresses. 
VI. — Miscellaneous  Pieces. 
V. — Poems. 

EPICTETUS,  The  Discourses  of. 
With  the  Encheiridion  and 
Fragments.  Translated  by  George 
Long,  M.A.    5*. 

EURrPIDES.  A  New  Literal 
Translation  in  Prose.  By  E  P. 
Coleridge,  M.A.   2  vols.   5*.  each. 

EUTROPIUS.— See  Justin. 

EUSEBIUS  PAMPHILTJS, 
Ecolesiastioal  History  of.  Trans- 
lated by  Rev.  C.  F.  Cruse, M.A.  5*. 

EVELYN'S  Diary  and  Corre- 
spondendence.  Edited  from  the 
Original  MSS.  by  W.  Bray, 
F.A.S.  With  45  engravings.  4 
vols.  $s.  each, 

FAIRHOLT'S  Costume  in  Eng- 
land. A  History  of  Dress  to  the 
end  of  the  Eighteenth  Century. 
3rd  Edition,  revised,  by  Viscount 
Dillon,  V.P.S.A.  Illustrated  with 
above  700  Engravings.  2  vols. 
5 s.  each. 


Contained  in  Bo/in's  Libraries. 


FIELDING'S  Adventures  ol 
Joseph  Andrews  and  his  Friend 
Mr.  Abraham  Adams.  With 
Cruikshank's  Illustrations.  3*.  6d. 

History  of  Tom    Jones,    a 

Foundling.  With  Cruikshank's 
Illustrations.  2  vols.  2s-  6d.  each. 

Amelia.    With   Cruikshank's 

Illustrations.     $s. 

FLAXMAN'S  Lectures  on  Sculp- 
ture. By  John  Flaxman,  R.A. 
With  Portrait  and  53  Plates.     6s. 

FOSTER'S  (John)  Essays  :  on 
Decision  of  Character  ;  on  a 
Man's  writing  Memoirs  of  Him- 
self ;  on  the  epithet  Romantic  ; 
on  the  aversion  of  Men  of  Taste 
to  Evangelical  Religion.     35.  6d. 

Essays  on  the  Evils  of  Popular 

Ignorance  ;  to  which  is  added,  a 
Discourse  on  the  Propagation  of 
Christianity  in  India.     3*.  6d. 

Essays  on  the  Improvement 

of  Time.  With  Notes  of  Ser- 
mons and  other  Pieces.     35.  6d. 

GASP  ART'S  History  of  Italian 
Literature.  Translated  by  Her- 
man Oelsner,  M.A.,  Ph.D. 
Vol.  I.     3*.  6d. 

GEOFFREY  OF  MONMOUTH, 
Chronicle  of. — See  Old  English 
Chronicles. 

GESTA  ROMANORUM,  or  En- 
tertaining Moral  Stories  invented 
by  the  Monks.  Translated  by  the 
Rev.  Charles  Swan.  Revised 
Edition,  by  Wynnard  Hooper, 
B.A.     5  s. 


GILDAS,  Chronicles  of.- 
English  Chronicles. 


-See  Old 


GIBBON'S  Decline  and  Fall  of 
the  Roman  Empire.  Complete 
and  Unabridged,   with  Variorum 


Notes.  Edited  by  an  English 
Churchman.  With  2  Maps  and 
Portrait.     7  vols.     35.  6d.  each. 

GILBART'S  History,  Principles, 
and  Practice  of  Banking.  By 
the  late  J.  W.  Gilbart,  F.R.S. 
New  Edition  (1907),  revised  by 
Ernest  Sykes.     2  vols.     10s. 

GIL  BLAS,  The  Adventures  of. 
Translated  from  the  French  of 
Lesage  by  Smollett.  With  24 
Engravings  on  Steel,  after  Smirke, 
and  10  Etchings  by  George  Cruik- 
shank.     6s. 

GIRALDUS  CAMBRENSIS' 
Historical  Works.  Translated 
by  Th.  Forester,  M.A.,  and  Sir 
R.  Colt  Hoare.  Revised  Edition, 
Edited  by  Thomas  Wright,  M.A., 
F.S.A.    55. 

GOETHE'S  Faust.  Part  I.  Ger- 
man Text  with  Hayward's  Prose 
Translation  and  Notes.  Revised 
by  C.  A.  Buchheim,  Ph.D.     $s. 

GOETHE'S  Works.  Translated 
into  English  by  various  hands. 
14  vols.     35.  6d.  each. 

I.  and  II.— Poetry    and    Truth 
from  My  Own  Life.    New 
and  revised  edition. 
III.— Faust.      Two     Parts,    com- 
plete.    (Swanwick.) 
IV. — Novels  and  Tales. 
V. — Wilhelm  Meister's  Appren- 
ticeship. 
VI. — Conversations   with   Ecker- 
mann  and  Soret. 
VIII. — Dramatic  Works. 
IX.— Wilhelm  Meister's  Travels. 
X. — Tour  in  Italy,  and  Second 
Residence  in  Rome. 
XI. — Miscellaneous  Travels. 
XII. — Early     and     Miscellaneous 

Letters. 
XIV.— Reineke  Fox,  West-Eastern 
Divan  and  Achilleid. 
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GOLDSMITHS  Works.  A  new 
Edition,  by  J.  W.  M.  Gibbs.  5 
vols.     3j.  6d.  each. 

GRAMMONT'S  Memoirs  of  the 
Court  of  Charles  II.  Edited  by 
Sir  Walter  Scott.  Together  with 
the  Boscobel  Tracts,  including 
two  not  before  published,  &c. 
New  Edition.     $s. 

GRAY'S  Letters.  Including  the 
Correspondence  of  Gray  and 
Mason.  Edited  by  the  Rev. 
D.  C.  Tovey,  M.A.  Vols.  I. 
and  II.  3J.  (yd.  each. 

GREEK  ANTHOLOGY.  Trans- 
lated  by  George    Burges,   M.A. 

GREEK  ROMANCES  of  Helio- 
dorus,  Longus,  and  Achilles 
Tatlus — viz.,  The  Adventures  of 
Theagenes  &  Chariciea  ;  Amours 
of  Daphnis  and  Chloe  ;  and  Loves 
of  Clitopho  and  Leucippe.  Trans- 
lated by  Rev.  R.  Smith,  M.A. 
5*- 

GREGORY'S  Letters  on  the 
Evidences,  Doctrines,  &  Duties 
of  the  Christian  Religion.  By 
Dr.  Olinthus  Gregory.     3*.  6d. 

GREENE,  MARLOWE,  and 
BEN  JONSON.  Poems  of. 
Edited  by  Robert  Bell.     3*.  6d. 

GRIMM'S  TALES.  With  the 
Notes  of  the  Original.  Translated 
by  Mrs.  A.  Hunt.  With  Intro- 
duction by  Andrew  Lang,  M.A. 
2  vols.     3;.  6J.  each. 

Gammer  Grethel;  or,  Ger- 
man Fairy  Tales  and  Popular 
Stories.  Containing  42  Fairy 
Tales.  Trans,  by  Edgar  Taylor. 
With  numerous  Woodcuts  after 
George  Cruikshank  and  Ludwig 
Grimm.      31.  6d. 


GROSSI'S  Maroo  Viscontl. 
Translated  by  A.  F.  D.  The 
Ballads  rendered  into  English 
Verse  by  C.  M.  P.     35.  (yd. 

GUIZOT'S  History  of  the 
English  Revolution  of  1640. 
From  the  Accession  of  Charles 
I.  to  his  Death.  Translated  by 
William  Hazlitt.     3*.  (yd. 

History  of  Civilisation,  from 

the  Fall  of  the  Roman  Empire  to 
the  French  Revolution.  Trans- 
lated by  William  Hazlitt.  3  vols. 
3J.  6d.  each. 

HALL'S  (Rev.  Robert)  Miscel- 
laneous Works  and  Remains. 
3*.  (yd. 

HAMPTON  COURT:  A  Short 
History  of  the  Manor  and 
Palace.  By  Ernest  Law,  B.A. 
With  numerous  Illustrations.    $s. 

HARDWICK'S  History  of  the 
Articles  of  Religion.  By  the  late 
C.  Hardwick.  Revised  by  the 
Rev.  Francis  Procter,  M.A.    5*. 

HATJFF'S  Tales.  The  Caravan— 
The  Sheik  of  Alexandria— The 
Inn  in  the  Spessart.  Trans,  from 
the  German  by  S.  Mendel.  2s-  &d. 

HAWTHORNE'S  Tales.  4  vols. 
3/.  (yd.  each. 

I. — Twice-told   Tales,   and   the 
Snow  Image. 

II. — Scarlet  Letter,  and  the  House 
with  the  Seven  Gables. 

III. — Transformation  [The  Marble 
Faun],  and  Blithedale  Ro- 
mance. 

IV. — Mosses  from  an  Old  Manse. 


HAZLITT'S  Table-talk.  Essays 
on  Men  and  Manners.  By  W, 
Hazlitt.     3-r.  6d. 


Contained  in  Bc/m's  Libraries. 
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HAZLITT'S  Lectures  on  the 
Literature  of  the  Age  of  Eliza- 
beth and  od  Characters  of  Shake- 
speare's Plays.     3 j.  6d. 

Lectures    on    the    English 

Poets,  and  on  the  English  Comic 
Writers.     3s.  6d. 

The  Plain  Speaker.  Opinions 

on  Books,  Men,  and  Things,  y.  6d. 

Bound  Table.    3;.  6d. 

Sketches    and   Essays. 

3s.  6d. 

The  Spirit  of  the  Age;   or, 

Contemporary  Portraits.  Edited 
by  W.  Carew  Hazlitt.     3s.  6d. 

View  of  the  English  Stage. 

Edited  by  W.  Spencer  Jackson. 
3-r.  6d. 

HBATON'S  Concise  History  of 
Painting.  New  Edition,  revised 
by  Cosmo  Monkhouse.     5-f. 

HEGEL'S  Lectures  on  the  Philo- 
sophy of  History.  Translated  by 
J.  Sibree,  M.A. 

HEINE'S  Poems,  Complete 
Translated  by  Edgar  A.  Bowring, 
C.B.     3.C  6d. 

Travel- Pictures,  including  the 

Tour  in  the  Harz,  Norderney,  and 
Book  of  Ideas,  together  with  the 
Romantic  School.  Translated  by 
Francis  Storr.  A  New  Edition, 
revised  throughout.  With  Appen- 
dices and  Maps.     3s.  6d. 

HELP'S  Life  of  Christopher 
Columbus,  the  Discoverer  of 
America.  By  Sir  Arthur  Helps, 
K.C.B.     3*.  6d. 

Life   of  Hernando   Cortes, 

and  the  Conquest  of  Mexico.  2 
vols.     3*.  6d.  each. 

Life  of  Pi2arro.    3*.  6d. 

Life  of  Las  Casas  the  Apostle 

of  the  Indies.     35.  6d. 


HENDERSON  (E.)  Select  His- 
torical Documents  of  the  Middle 
Ages,  including  the  most  famous 
Charters  relating  to  England,  the 
Empire,  the  Church,  &c,  from 
the  6th  to  the  14th  Centuries. 
Translated  from  the  Latin  and 
edited  by  Ernest  F.  Henderson, 
A.B.,  A.M.,  Ph.D.     $s. 

HENFREY'S  Guide  to  English 
Coins,  from  the  Conquest  to  the 
present  time.  New  and  revised 
Edition  by  C.  F.  Keary,  M.A., 
F.S.A.     6s. 

HENRY  OP  HUNTINGDON'S 
History  of  the  English.  Trans- 
lated by  T.  Forester,  M.A.     $Si 

HENRY'S  (Matthew)  Exposition 
of  the  Book  of  the  Psalms.     5*. 

HELIODORUS.  Theagenes  and 
Chariclea.  —  See  Greek  Ro- 
mances. 

HERODOTUS.  Translated  by  the 
Rev.  Henry  Cary,  M.A.     3.5.  6d. 

Analysis  and  Summary  of 

By  J.  T.  Wheeler.    5s. 

HESIOD,  CALLIMACHUS,  and 
THEOGNIS.  Translated  by  the 
Rev.  J.  Banks,  M.A.     5.;. 

HOFFMANN'S  (E.  T.  W.)  The 
Serapion  Brethren.  Translated 
from  the  German  by  Lt. -Col.  Alex. 
Ewing.     2  vols.     31.  6d.  each, 

HOLBEIN'S  Dance  of  Death 
and  Bible  Cuts.  Upwards  of  150 
Subjects,  engraved  in  facsimile, 
with  Introduction  and  Descrip- 
tions by  Francis  Douce  and  Dr. 
Thomas  Frognall  Dibden.     5.J. 

HOMER'S  Iliad.  A  new  trans- 
lation by  E.  H.  Blakeney,  M.A. 
Vol.  I.  containing  Books  I. -XII. 

Translated  into  English  Prose 

by  T.  A.  Buckley,  B.A.     5.^. 
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HOMER'S  Odyssey.  Hymns, 
Epigrams,  and  Battle  of  the  Frogs 
and  Mice.  Translated  into  Eng- 
lish Prose  by  T.  A.  Buckley,  B.A. 

5*. 

-  See  also  Pope. 

HOOPER'S  (G.)  Waterloo :  The 
Downfall  of  the  First  Napo- 
leon :  a  History  of  the  Campaign 
of  1815.  By  George  Hooper. 
With  Maps  and  Plans.     3*.  6d. 

The  Campaign  of  Sedan : 

The  Downfall  of  the  Second  Em- 
pire, August  -  September,  1 870. 
With  General  Map  and  Six  Plans 
of  Battle.     3J.  6d. 

HORACE.  A  new  literal  Prose 
tianslation,  byA.  Hamilton  Bryce, 
LL.D.     3*.  6d. 

HUGOS  (Victor)  Dramatic 
Works.  Hernani — Ruy  Bias — 
The  King's  Diversion.  Translated 
by  Mrs.  Newton  Crosland  and 
F.  L.  Slous.     35.  6d. 

Poema,  chiefly  Lyrical.  Trans- 
lated by  various  Writers,  now  first 
collected  by  J.  H.  L.  Williams. 
y.td. 

HUMBOLDT'S  Cosmos.  Trans- 
lated by  E.  C.  Otte,  B.  H.  Paul, 
and  W.  S.  Dallas,  F.L.S.  5  vols. 
35.  (yd.  each,  excepting  Vol.  V.  ts. 

Personal   Narrative    of  his 

Travels  to  the  Equinoctial  Re- 
gions of  America  during  the  years 
1 799- 1 804.  Translated  by  T. 
Ross.    3  vols.     5*.  each. 

Views  of  Nature.   Translated 

by  E.  C.  Otte  and  H.  G.  Bohn. 
5'- 

HUMPHREYS'  Coin  Collector's 
Manual.  By  II.  N.  Humphreys, 
with  upwards  of  140  Illustrations 
on  Wood  and  Steel.  2  vols.  5r. 
each. 


HUNGARY :  its  History  and  Re- 
volution, together  with  a  copious 
Memoir  of  Kossuth.     35.  6d. 

HUTCHINSON  (Colonel).  Me- 
moirs of  the  Life  of.  By  his 
Widow,  Lucy  :  together  with  her 
Autobiography,  and  an  Account 
of  the  Siege  of  Lathom  House. 
3*.  6d. 

HUNT'S  Poetry  of  Science.  By 
Richard  Hunt.  3rd  Edition,  re- 
vised and  enlarged.     5*. 

INGULPH'S  Chronicles  of  the 
Abbey  of  Croyland,  with  the 
Continuation  by  Peter  of  Blois 
and  other  Writers.  Translated  by 
H.  T.  Riley,  M.A.     5s. 

IRVING'S    (Washington)   Com- 
plete Works.  15  vols.  With  Por- 
traits, &c.     3-r.  6d.  each. 
I. — Salmagundi,      Knicker- 
bocker's History  of  New 
York. 
II.— The  Sketch-Book,  and  the 
Life  of  Oliver  Goldsmith. 
III.— Bracebridge  Hall,    Abbots- 
ford  and  Newstead  Abbey. 
IV.— The  Alhambra,  Tales  of  a 
Traveller. 
V. — Chronicle  of  the   Conquest 
of  Granada,    Legends  of 
the  Conquest  of  Spain. 
VI.  &  VII.— Life    and    Voyages  of 
Columbus,  together  with 
the  Voyages  of  his  Com- 
panions. 
VIII.— Astoria,    A    Tour    on    the 
Prairies. 
IX. — Life  of  Mahomet,  Lives  of  the 
Successors  of  Mahomet. 
X. — Adventures  of  Captain  Bon- 
neville, U.S.A.,  Wolfert's 
Roost. 
XI. — Biographies    and    Miscella- 
neous Papers. 
XII.-XV— Life  of  George  Wash- 
ington.    4  vols. 


Contained  in  Bohris  Libraries. 
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IRVING'S  (Washington)  Life 
and  Letters.  By  his  Nephew, 
Pierre  E.  Irving.  2  vols.  3-r.  6d. 
each. 

ISOCRATES,  The  Orations  of. 
Translated  by  J.  H.  Freese,  M.A. 
Vol.  I.     5*. 

JAMES'S  (G.  P.  R.)  Life  of 
Richard  Cceur  de  Lion.  2  vols. 
3-r.  6d.  each. 

JAMESON'S  (Mrs.)  Shake- 
speare's Heroines.  Character- 
istics of  Women:  Moral,  Poetical, 
and  Historical.  By  Mrs,  Jameson. 
3J.  6d. 

JESSE'S  (E.)  Anecdotes  of  Dogs. 
With  40  Woodcuts  and  34  Steel 
Engravings.     $s. 

JESSE'S  (J.  H.)  Memoirs  of  the 
Court  of  England  during  the 
Reign  of  the  Stuarts,  including 
the  Protectorate.  3  vols.  With 
42  Portraits.     $s.  each. 

Memoirs  of  the  Pretenders 

and  their  Adherents.  With  6 
Portraits.     5-r. 

JOHNSON'S  Lives  of  the  Poets. 

Edited  by  Mrs.  Alexander  Napier, 
with  Introduction  by  Professor 
Hales.     3  vols.     3?.  6d.  each. 

JOSEPHTJS  (Flavius),  The  Works 
of.  Whiston's  Translation,  re- 
vised by  Rev.  A.  R.  Shilleto,  M.A 
With  Topographical  and  Geo. 
graphical  Notes  by  Colonel  Sir 
C.  W.  Wilson,  K.C.B.  5  vols. 
3;.  6d.  each. 

JULIAN,  the  Emperor.  Contain- 
ing Gregory  Nazianzen's  Two  In- 
vectives and  Libanus'  Monody, 
with  Julian's  extant  Theosophical 
Works.  Translated  by  C.  W. 
King,  M.A.     5*. 


JUNIUS'S  Letters.  With  all  the 
Notes  of  Woodfall's  Edition,  and 
important  Additions.  2  vols. 
3*.  6d.  each. 

JUSTIN  CORNELIUS  NEPOS, 
and  EUTROPIUS.  Translated 
by  the  Rev.  J.  S.  Watson,  M.A. 
5'- 

JUVENAL.  PERSIUS.  SUL- 
PICIA  and  LUCILIUS.  Trans 
lated  by  L.  Evans,  M.A.     5.1. 

KANT'S  Critique  of  Pure  Reason. 
Translated  by  J.  M.  D.  Meikie- 
john.     5.J. 

Prolegomena   and   Meta- 

phyBical  Foundation  s  ofNatural 
Science.  Translated  by  E.  Beliort 
Bax.     $s. 

EEIGHTLEY'S  (Thomas)  My- 
thology of  Ancient  Greece  and 
Italy.  4th  Edition,  revised  by 
Leonard  Schmitz,  Ph.D.,  LL.D. 
With  12  Plates  from  the  Antique, 
5'- 

KEIGHTLEY'S  Fairy  Mytho- 
logy, illustrative  of  the  Romance 
and  Superstition  of  Various  Coun- 
tries. Revised  Edition,  with 
Frontispiece  by  Cruik^hank.     5*. 

LA  FONTAINE'S  Fables.  Trans- 
lated into  English  Verse  by  Elizur 
Wright.  New  Edition,  with  Notes 
by  J.  W.  M.  Gibbs.     3,-.  6d. 

LAMARTINE'S  History  of  the 
Girondists.  Translate  J  by  II.  T. 
Ryde.      3  vols.     3s.  6d.  each. 

History  of  the  Restoration 

of  Monarchy  in  France  (a  Sequel 
to  the  History  of  the  Girondists). 
4  vols.     3J.  6d.  each. 

History  of  the  French  Re- 
volution of  1848.     3.1.  &/. 

LAMB'S  (Charles)  Essays  of  Elia 
and  Eliana.  Complete  Edition. 
3*.  6af, 
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LAMB'S  (Charles)  Specimens  of 
English  Dramatic  Poets  of  the 
Time  of  Elizabeth.     3*.  6d. 

Memorials   and  Letters    of 

Charles  Lamb.  By  Serjeant 
Tal/ourd.  New  Edition,  revised, 
by  W.  Carew  Hazlitt.  2  vols. 
3j.  6d.  each. 

Tales    from     Shakespeare. 

With  Illustrations  by  Byam  Shaw. 
3*.  6d. 

LANE  S  Arabian  Nights'  Enter- 
tainments. Edited  by  Stanley 
Lane-Poole,  M.A.,  Litt.D.  4 
vols.     3?.  6d.  each. 

LAPPENBERG'S  History  of 
England  under  the  Anglo- 
Saxon  Kings.  Translated  by 
B.  Thorpe,  F.S.A.  New  edition, 
revised  by  E.  C.  Otte.  2  vols. 
3*.  6d.  each. 

LEONARDO  DA  VINCI'S 
Treatise  on  Painting.  Trans- 
lated by  J.  F.  Rigaud,  R.A., 
With  a  Life  of  Leonardo  by  John 
William  Brown.  With  numerous 
Plates.     5s. 

LEPSIUS'S  Letters  from  Egypt, 
Ethiopia,  and  the  Peninsula  of 
Sinai.  Translated  by  L.  and 
J.  B.  Horner.     With  Maps.     5J.     I 

LESSING'S    Dramatio    Works,  | 
Complete.    Edited  by  Ernest  Bell, 
M.A.     With  Memoir  of  Lessing 
by    Helen    Zimmern.       2    vols. 
3-r.  6d.  each. 

Laokoon.  Dramatio  Notes, 

and  the  Representation  of 
Death  by  the  Ancients.  Trans- 
lated by  E.  C.  Beasley  and  Helen 
Zimmern.  Edited  by  Edward 
Bell,  M.A.  With  a  Frontispiece 
of  the  Laokoon  group.     3-r.  6d. 

LILLY'S  Introduction  to  Astro- 
logy. With  a  Grammar  of 
Astrology  and  Tables  for  Cal- 
culating Nativities,  by  Zadkiel.  $s. 


LIVY'S  History  of  Rome.  Trans- 
lated by  Dr.  Spillan,  C.  Edmonds, 
and  others.     4  vols.     $s.  each. 

LOCKE'S  Philosophical  Works. 
Edited  by  J.  A.  St.  Tohn.  2  vols, 
3^.  6d.  each. 

LOCKHART  (J.  G.)— See  Burns. 

LODGE'S  Portraits  of  Illustrious 
Personages  of  Great  Britain, 
with  Biographical  and  Historical 
Memoirs.  240  Portraits  engraved 
on  Steel,  with  the  respective  Bio- 
graphies unabridged.  8  vols.  5*. 
each. 
[  Vols.  IV.  and  VII.  out  of  print. 

LOUDON'S  (Mrs.)  Natural 
History.  Revised  edition,  by 
W.  S.  Dallas,  F.L.S.  With 
numerous  Woodcut  Illus.     55-. 

LOWNDES'  Bibliographer's 
Manual  of  English  Literature. 
Enlarged  Edition.  By  H.  G. 
Bohn.  6  vols,  cloth,  $s.  each. 
Or  4  vols,  half  morocco,  2/.  2s. 

LONGTJS.  Daphnia  and  Chloe. 
— See  Greek  Romances. 

LUCAN'S  Pharsalia.  Translated 
by  H.  T.  Riley,  M.A.     5*. 

LUC  I  AIT'S  Dialogues  of  the 
Gods,  of  the  Sea  Gods,  and 
of  the  Dead.  Translated  by 
Howard  Williams,  M.A.     5*. 

LUCRETIUS.  A  Prose  Trans- 
lation. By  II.  A.  J.  Munro. 
Reprinted  from  the  Final  (4th) 
Edition.  With  an  Introduction 
by  J.  1).  Duff,  M.A.     5*. 

LUTHER'S  Table-Talk.  Trans- 
lated and  Edited  by  William 
Hazlitt.     3j.  6d. 

Autobiography.  —  See 

MlCHELKT. 


Contained  in  Bokris  Libraries. 
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MACHIAVELLI'S  History  of 
Florence,  together  with  the 
Prince,  Savonarola,  various  His- 
torical Tracts,  and  a  Memoir  of 
Machiavelli.     3.?.  6d. 

MALLET'S  Northern  Antiqui- 
ties, or  an  Historical  Account  of 
the  Manners,  Customs,  Religions 
and  Laws,  Maritime  Expeditions 
and  Discoveries,  Language  and 
Literature,  of  the  Ancient  Scandi- 
navians. Translated  by  Bishop 
Percy.  Revised  and  Enlarged 
Edition,  with  a  Translation  of  the 
Prose  Edda,  by  J.  A.  Black- 
well.    51. 

MANZONI.  The  Betrothed : 
being  a  Translation  of  '  I  Pro- 
messi  Sposi.'  By  Alessandro 
Manzoni.  With  numerous  Wood- 
cuts.    5-r. 

MARCO  POLO'S  Travels;  the 
Translation  of  Marsden  revised 
by  T.  Wright,  M.A.,  F.S.A.     5*. 

MARRYAT'S  (Capt.  R.N.) 
Mastermaa  Ready.  With  93 
Woodcuts,     p.  6d. 

Mission ;  or,  Scenes  in  Africa. 

Illustrated  by  Gilbert  and  Dalziel. 
3*.  6d. 

Pirate  and  Three  Cutters. 

With  8  Steel  Engravings,  from 
Drawings  by  Clarkson  Stanfield, 
R.A.    y.  6d. 

• Prlvateersman.  8  Engrav- 
ings on  Steel.     3*.  6a 

Settlers  In  Canada.  10  En- 
gravings by  Gilbert  and  Dalziel. 
3*.  6d. 

Poor  Jack.  With  16  Illus- 
trations after  Clarkson  Stansfield, 
R.A.     p.  6d. 

Peter  Simple.  With  8  full- 
page  Illustrations.     31.  6d. 


MARTIAL'S  Epigrams,  complete. 
Translated  into  Prose,  each  ac- 
companied by  one  or  more  Verse 
Translations  selected  from  the 
Works  of  English  Poets,  and 
other  sources.     Js.  6d. 

MARTINEAUS  (Harriet)  His- 
tory of  England,  from  1S00- 
1815.     3*.  6d. 

History  of  the  Thirty  Years' 

Peace,  a.d.    1S15-46.      4  vols. 
3-f.  6d.  each. 

See  Comic's  Positive  Philosophy, 

MATTHEW  OF  WESTMIN. 
STER'S  Flowers  of  History, 
from  the  beginning  of  the  World 
to  a.d.  1307.  Translated  by  C.  D. 
Yonge,  M.A.     2  vols.     $s.  each. 

MAXWELL'S  Victories  of  Wel- 
ington  and  the  British  Armies. 
Frontispiece  and  5  Portraits.     $s. 

MSNZEL'S  History  of  Germany, 
from  the  Earliest  Period  to  1842. 
3  vols.     3-r.  6d.  each. 

MICHAEL  ANGELO  AND 
RAPHAEL,  their  Lives  and 
Works.  By  Duppa  aud  Quatre- 
mere  de  Quincy.  With  P01  traits, 
and  Engravings  on  Steel.     Jr. 

MICHELET'S  Luther's  Auto- 
biography. Trans,  by  William 
Haziitt.  With  an  Appendix:  (no 
pages)  of  Notes.     35.  6J. 

History  of  the  French  Reso- 
lution from  its  earliest  indications 
to  the  flight  of  the  King  in  1791. 
y.  6d. 

MIGNET'SHistoryof  tho  French 
Revolution,  from  1789  to  1S14. 
35.  6d.     New  edition  reset. 

MILL  (J.  S.).  Early  Essays  by 
John  Stuart  Mill.  Collected  from 
various  sources  by  J.  W.  M.  Gibbs. 
y.  6d. 
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MILLER  (Professor).  History 
Philosophically  Illustrated,  from 
the  Fall  of  the  Roman  Empire  to 
the  French  Revolution.  4  vols. 
3J.  6d.  each. 

MILTON'S  Prose  Works.  Edited 
by  J.  A.  St.  John.  5  vols.  3*.  6d. 
each. 

Poetical  "Works,  with  a  Me- 
moir and  Critical  Remarks  by 
James  Montgomery,  an  Index  to 
Paradise  Lost,  Todd's  Verbal  Index 
to  all  the  Poems,  and  a  Selection 
of  Explanatory  Notes  by  Henry 
G.  Bohn.  Illustrated  with  120 
Wood  Engravings  from  Drawings 
by  W.  Harvey.  2  vols.  3;.  6d. 
each. 

MITFORD'S  (Miss)  Our  Village 
Sketches  of  Rural  Character  and 
Scenery.  With  2  Engravings  on 
Steel.    2  vols.     3-r.  6d.  each. 

MOLIERE'S    Dramatic  "Works. 

A    new   Translation    in  English 

Prose,  by  C.   H.  Wall.  3  vols. 
3^.  6d.  each. 

MONTAGU.  The  Letters  and 
Works  of  Lady  Mary  Wortley 
Montagu.  Edited  by  her  great 
grandson,  Lord  WharnclifTe's  Edi 
tion,  and  revised  by  W.  Moy 
Thomas.  New  Edition,  revised 
with  5  Portraits.   2  vols.  $s.  each 

MONTAIGNE'S  Essays.  Cotton's 
Translation,  revised  by  W.  C 
Hazlitt.  New  Edition.  3  vols 
3*.  6d.  each. 

MONTESQUIEU'S  Spirit  ot 
Laws.  New  Edition,  revised  and 
corrected.  By  J.  V.  Pritchard, 
A.M.     2  vols.     3*.  6d.  each. 

MORE'S  Utopia.  Robinson's 
translation,  with  Roper's  '  Life 
of  Sir  Thomas  More,'  and  More's 
Letters  to  Margaret  Roper  and 
others.  Edited,  with  Introduc- 
tion and  Notes,  by  George 
Sampson.     5.?. 


MORPHY'S  Games  cf  Chess. 
Being  the  Matches  and  best  Games 
played  by  theAmerican  Champion, 
with  Explanatory  and  Analytical 
Notes  by  J.  Lowenthal.     $s. 

MOTLEY  (J.  L.).  The  Rise  of 
the  Dutch  Republic.  A  History. 
By  John  Lothrop  Motley.  New 
Edition,  with  Biographical  Intro- 
duction by  Moncure  D.  Conway. 
3  vols.     3*.  6d.  each. 

MUDIE'S  British  Birds ;  or,  His- 
tory of  the  Feathered  .Tribes  of  the 
Rritish  Islands.  Revised  by  W. 
C.  L.  Martin.  With  52  Figures 
of  Birds  and  7  Coloured  Plates  of 
Eggs,     2  vols. 

NEANDER    (Dr.   A.).     History 

of  the  Christian  Religion  and 

Church.  Trans,  from  the  German 

by  J.  Torrey.    10  vols.   35.6^.  each. 

[  Vols.  VI.  and  X.  out  of  print. 

Life  of  Jesus  Christ.  Trans- 
lated by  J.  McClintock  and  C. 
Blumenthal.     y.  6d. 

History  of  the  Planting  and 

Training  of  the  Christian 
Church  by  the  Apostles. 
Translated  by  J.  E.  Ryland. 
2  vols.     3-r.  6d.  each. 

Memorials  of  Christian  Life 

In  the  Early  and  Middle  Ages  ; 
including  Light  in  Dark  Places. 
Trans,  by  J.  E.  Ryland.     35.  6d. 

NIBELUNGEN  LIED.  The 
Lay  of  the  Nibelungs,  metrically 
translated  from  the  old  German 
text  by  Alice  Horton,  and  edited 
by  Edward  Bell,  M.A.  To  which 
is  prefixed  the  Essay  on  the  Nibe- 
lungen  Lied  by  Thomas  Carlyle. 

NEW  TESTAMENT  (The)  in 
Greek.  Griesbach's  Text,  with 
various  Readings  at  the  foot  of 
the  page  and  Parallel  References 
in   the  margin ;    also   a   Critical 
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Introduction  and  Chronological 
Tables.  By  an  eminent  Scholar, 
with  a  Greek  and  English  Lexicon. 
3rd  Edition,  revised  and  corrected. 
Two  Facsimiles  of  Greek  Manu- 
scripts.    900  pages.     5^. 

The  Lexicon  may  be  had  sepa- 
rately, price  2s. 

NICOLINI'S  History  of  the 
Jesuits :  their  Origin,  Progress, 
Doctrines,  and  Designs.  With  8 
Portraits.     $s. 

NORTH  (R.)  Lives  of  the  Right 
Hon.  Francis  North,  Baron  Guild- 
ford, the  Hon.  Sir  Dudley  North, 
and  the  Hon.  and  Rev.  Dr.  John 
North.  By  the  Hon.  Roger 
North.  Together  with  the  Auto- 
biography of  the  Author.  Edited 
by  Augustus  Jessopp,  D.D.  3vcls. 
35.  6d.  each. 

NTJGKNT'S  (Lord)  Memorials 
of  Hampden,  hi3  Party  and 
Times.  With  a  Memoir  of  the 
Author,  an  Autograph  Letter,  and 
Portrait.     $s. 

OLD  ENGLISH  CHRON- 
ICLES, including  Ethelwerd's 
Chronicle,  Asser's  Life  of  Alfred, 
Geoffrey  of  Monmouth's  British 
History,  Gildas,  Nennius,  and  the 
spurious  chronicle  of  Richard  of 
Cirencester.  Edited  by  J.  A. 
Giles,  D.C.L.     5*. 

OMAN  (J.  C.)  The  Great  Indian 
Epic3 :  the  Stories  of  the  Rama- 
yana  and  the  Mahabharata. 
By  John  Campbell  Oman,  Prin- 
cipal of  Khalsa  College,  Amritsar. 
With  Notes,  Appendices,  and 
Illustrations.     35.  6d. 

ORDERICTJS  VITALIS'  Eccle- 
siastical History  of  England 
and  Normandy.  Translated  by 
T.  Forester,  M.A.  To  which  is 
added  the  Chronicle  of  St. 
Evroult.  4  vols.  5.C  each. 
[  Vols.  II.  and  IV.  out  of  print. 


OVID'S  Works,  complete.  Literally 
translated  into  Prose.  3  vols. 
5j.  each. 

PASCAL'S  Thoughts.  Translated 
from  the  Text  of  M.  Auguste 
Molinier  by  C.  Kegan  Paul.  3rd 
Edition,     y.  6d. 

PAULI'S  (Dr.  R.)  Life  of  Alfred 
the  Great.  Translated  from  the 
German.  To  which  is  appended 
Alfred's  Anglo-Saxon  Version 
OF  Orosius.  With  a  literal 
Translation  interpaged,  Notes, 
and  an  Anglo-Saxon  Grammar 
and  Glossary,  by  B.  Thorpe.  $s. 

PATJSANLAS'  Description  of 
Greece.  Newly  translated  by  A.  R. 
Shilleto,  M.A.    2  vols.    55.  each. 

PEARSON'S  Exposition  of  tke 
Creed.  Edited  by  E.  Walford, 
M.A.     5/. 

PEPYS'  Diary  and  Correspond- 
ence. Deciphered  by  the  Rev. 
J.  Smith,  M.A.,  from  the  original 
Shorthand  MS.  in  the  Pepysian 
Library.  Edited  by  Lord  Bray- 
brooke.  4  vols.  With  31  En- 
gravings.    $s.  each. 

PERCY'S  Reliques  of  Anc'ent 
English  Poetry.  With  an  Essay 
on  Ancient  Minstrels  and  a  Glos- 
sary. Edited  by  J.  V.  Pritchard, 
A.M.     2  vols.     3-r.  6d.  each. 

PERSIUS. — See  Jdvsnal. 

PETRARCH'S  Sonnets,  Tri- 
umphs, and  other  Poems. 
Translated  into  English  Verse  by 
various  Hands.  With  a  Life  of 
the  Poet  by  Thomas  Campbell. 
With  Portrait  and  15  Steel  En- 
gravings.    5*. 

PICKERING'S  History  of  the 
Races  of  Man,  and  their  Geo- 
graphical Distribution.    With  An 
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Analytical  Synopsis  of  thjj 
Natural  History  of  Man  by 
Dr.  Hall.  With  a  Map  of  the 
World  and  12  coloured  Plates.  $s. 

PINDAR.  Translated  into  Prose 
by  Dawson  W.  Turner.  To  which 
is  added  the  Metrical  Version  by 
Abraham  Moore.     5-r. 

PLANCBE.  History  of  British 
Costume,  from  the  Earliest  Time 
to  the  Close  of  the  Eighteenth 
Century.  By  J.  R.  Planche, 
Somerset  Herald.  With  upwards 
of  400  Illustrations.     5r. 

PLATO'S  Works.   Literally  trans- 
lated,    with     Introduction     and 
Notes.     6  vols.     5*.  each. 
I. — The   Apology   of   Socrates, 
Crito,  Phsedo,  Gorgias,  Pro- 
tagoras, Phsedrus,  Thesetetus, 
Euthyphron,  Lysis.      Trans- 
lated by  the  Rev.  H.  Carey. 

II. — The  Republic,  Timaeus,  and 
Critias.  Translated  by  Henry 
Davis. 

III. — Meno,  Euthydemus,  The 
Sophist,  Statesman,  Cratylus, 
Parmenides,  and  the  Banquet. 
Translated  by  G.  Burges. 

IV. — Philebus,  Charmides,  Laches, 
Menexenus,  Hippias,  Ion, 
The  Two  Alcibiades,  The- 
ages,  Rivals,  Hipparchus, 
Minos,  Clitopho,  Epistles. 
Translated  by  G.  Burges. 
V.— The  Laws.  Translated  by 
G.  Burges. 

VI.— The  Doubtful  Works.  Trans- 
lated by  G.  Burges. 

Summary  and  Analysis  of 

the  Dialogues.  With  Analytical 
Index.     By  A.  Day,  LL.D.     $s. 

PLATJTUS'S  Comedies.  Trans- 
lated by  H.  T.  Riley,  M.A.  2 
vols.     5*.  each. 

PLINY.  The  Letters  of  Piiny 
the  Younger.  Melrr.otb's  trans- 
lation, revised  by  the  Rev.  F.  C. 
T.  Bosanquet,  M.A.     5.;. 


PLOTINUS,  Select  Works  of. 
Translated  by  Thomas  Taylor. 
With  an  Introduction  containing 
the  substance  of  Porphyry's  Plo- 
tinus.  Eiited  by  G.  R.  S.  Mead, 
B.A.,  M.R.A.S.     51. 

PLUTARCH'S  Lives.  Translated 
by  A.  Stewart,  M.A.,and  George 
Long,  M.A.    4  vols.    3/.  6d.  each. 

Morals.  Theosophical  Essays. 

Translated  by  C.  W.  King,  M.A. 

5*- 
Morals.      Ethical    Essays. 

Translated   by  the   Rev.    A.    R. 

Shilleto,  M.A.     $s- 

POETRY  OF  AMERICA.  Se- 
lections from  One  Hundred 
American  Poets,  from  1776  to 
1876.     By  W.  J.  Linton.     35.  6J. 

POLITICAL  CYCLOPEDIA. 
A  Dictionary  of  Folitica!,  Con- 
stitutional, Statistical,  and  Fo- 
rensic Knowledge  ;  forming  a 
Work  of  Reference  on  subjects  of 
Civil  Administration,  Political 
Economy,  Finance,  Commerce, 
Laws,  and  Social  Relations.  4 
vols.     3i.  (xi.  each. 

[  Vol.  I.  out  of  print. 

POPE'S  Poetical  Works.  Edited, 
with  copious  Notes,  by  Robert 
Carruthers.  With  numerous  Illus- 
trations.    2  vols.     5*.  each. 

[  Vol.  I.  out  ejprimt. 

Homer's  Iliad.      Edited    by 

the  Rev.  J.  S.  Watson,  M.A. 
Illustrated  by  the  entire  Series  of 
Flaxman's  Designs.     5^-. 

Homer's  Odyssey,  with  the 

Battle  of  Frogs  and  Mice,  Hymns, 
&c,  by  other  translators.  Edited 
by  the  Rev.  J.  S.  Watson,  M.A. 
With  the  entire  Scries  of  Flax- 
man's  Designs.     $s. 

Life,   including   many  of  his 

Letters.  By  Robert  Girruthers. 
With  numerous  Illustrations.     $s. 


Contained  in  Bonn's  Libraries. 
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POUSHXTN'S  Pro3e  Tales:  The 
Captain's  Daughter — Doubrovsky 
—  The  Queen  of  Spades  —  An 
Amateur  Peasant  Girl — The  Shot 
—The  Snow  Storm— The  Post- 
master —  The  Coffin  Maker  — 
Kirdjali— The  Egyptian  Nights- 
Peter  the  Great's  Negro.  Trans- 
lated by  T.  Keane.     3 s.  6d. 

PRESCOTT'S  Conquest  of 
Mexico.  Copyright  edition,  with 
the  notes  by  John  Foster  Kirk, 
and  an  introduction  by  G.  P. 
Winship.     3  vols.     3-f.  6d.  each. 

Conquest  of  Peru.  Copyright 

edition,  with  the  notes  of  John 
Foster  Kirk.    2  vols.    3*.  6d.  each. 

— —  Reign  of  Ferdinand  and 
Isabella.  Copyright  edition, 
with  the  notes  of  John  Foster 
Kirk.     3  vols.     35.  6d.  each. 

PROPERTIUS.  Translated  by 
Rev.  P.  J.  F.  Gantillon,  M.A., 
and  accompanied  by  Poetical 
Versions,  from  various  sources. 
3*.  6d. 

PROVERBS,  Handbook  of.  Con- 
taining an  entire  Republication 
of  Ray's  Collection  of  English 
Proverbs,  with  his  additions  from 
Foreign  Languages  and  a  com- 
plete Alphabetical  Index ;  in  which 
are  introduced  large  additions  as 
well  of  Proverbs  as  of  Sayings, 
Sentences,  Maxims,  and  Phrases, 
collected  by  H.  G.  Bohn.     5*. 

POTTERY  AND  PORCELAIN, 
and  other  Objects  of  Vertu.  Com- 
prising an  Illustrated  Catalogue  of 
the  Bernal  Collection  of  Works 
of  Art,  with  the  prices  at  which 
they  were  sold  by  auction,  and 
names  of  the  possessors.  To  which 
are  added,  an  Introductory  Lecture 
on  Pottery  and  Porcelain,  and  an 
Engraved  List  of  all  the  known 
Marks  and  Monograms.  By  Henry 
G.  Bohn.  With  numerous  Wood 
Engravings,  5*. ;  or  with  Coloured 
Illustrations,  ior.  6d. 


PROTJT'S  (Father)  Reliques.  Col- 
lected and  arranged  by  Rev.  F. 
Mahony.  New  issue,  with  21 
Etchings  by  D.  Maclise,  R.A, 
Nearly  600  pages.     5-r. 

QUINTILIAN'S  Institutes  of 
Oratory,  or  Education  of  an 
Orator.  Translated  by  the  Rev. 
J.  S.  Watson,  M.A.  2  vols.  5s. 
each. 

RACINE'S  (Jean)  Dramatic 
Works.  A  metrical  English  ver- 
sion. By  R.  Bruce  Boswell,  M.  A. 
Oxon.     2  vols.     3*.  6d.  each. 

RAKSE'S  History  of  ths  Popes, 
during  the  Last  Four  Centuries. 
Translated  by  E.  Foster.  Mrs. 
Foster's  translation  revised,  with 
considerable  additions,  by  G.  R. 
Dennis,  B.A.  3  vols.  3s.  6d.  each. 

History  of  Servla  and  the 

Servian  Revolution.  With  an 
Account  of  the  Insurrection  in 
Bosnia.  Translated  by  Mrs.  Kerr. 
3s.  6d. 

RECREATIONS  In  SHOOTING. 
By '  Craven.'  With  62  Engravings 
on  Wood  after  Harvey,  and  9 
Engravings  on  Steel,  chiefly  after 
A.  Cooper,  R.A.     $s. 

RENNTE'S  Insect  Architecture. 
Revised  and  enlarged  by  Rev. 
J.  G.  Wood,  M.A.  With  186 
Woodcut  Illustrations.     5 s. 

REYNOLDS'  (Sir  J.)  Literary 
Works.  Edited  by  H.  W.  Beechy. 
2  vols.     3*.  6d.  each. 

RICARDO  on  the  Principles  of 
Political  Economy  and  Taxa- 
tion. Edited  by  E.  C.  K.  Gonner, 
M.A.     5*. 

RICHTER  (Jean  Paul  Frledrlch). 
Levana,  a  Treatise  on  Education: 
together  with  the  Autobiography 
(a  Fragment),  and  a  short  Pre- 
fatory Memoir.     3*.  6d. 
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RICHTER  (Jean  Paul  Friedrich). 
Flower,  Fruit,  and  Thorn 
Pieces,  or  the  Wedded  Life,  Death, 
and  Marriage  of  Firmian  Stanis- 
laus Siebenkaes,  Parish  Advocate 
in  the  Parish  of  Xuhschnapptel. 
Newly  translated  by  Lt. -Col.  Alex. 
Ewing.     3".  6d. 

ROGER  DE  HOVEDEN'S  An- 
nals of  English  History,  com- 
prising the  History  of  England 
and  of  other  Countries  of  Europe 
from  A.  D.  732  "  to  A.  D.  1201. 
Translated  by  H.  T.  Riley,  M.A. 
2  vols.     $s.  each. 

ROGER  OF  WENDOVER'S 
Flowers  of  History,  comprising 
the  History  of  England  from  the 
Descent  of  the  Saxons  to  A.D. 
i235,formerlyascribedto  Matthew 
Parish  Translated  by  J,  A.  Giles, 
D.C.L.     2  vols.     5^.  each. 

[Vol.  II.  out  of  print. 

ROME  in  the  NINETEENTH 
CENTURY.  Containing  a  com- 
plete Account  of  the  Ruins  of  the 
Ancient  City,  the  Remains  of  the 
Middle  Ages,  and  the  Monuments 
of  Modern  Times.  By  C.  A.  Eaton. 
With  34  Steel  Engravings.  2  vols. 
5 s.  each. 

See  Burn. 

ROSCOE'S  (W.)  Life  and  Ponti- 
ficate of  Leo  X.  Final  edition, 
revised  by  Thomas  Roscoe.  2 
vols.     3s.  61.  each. 

Life  of  Lorenzo  de'  Medici, 

called  '  the  Magnificent.'  With 
his  poems,  letters,  &c.  loth 
Edition,  revised,  with  Memoir  of 
Roscoe  by  his  Son.     3*.  6d. 

RUSSIA.  History  of,  from  the 
earliest  Period,  compiled  from 
the  most  authentic  sources  by 
Walter  K.  Kelly.  With  Portraits. 
2  vols.     3 j  6d.  each. 

SALLUST,  FLORUS,  and  VEL- 
LEIUS  PATERCULUS. 
Trans,  by  J.  S.Watson,  M.A    5*. 


SCHILLER'S  Works.  Translated 
by  various  hands.  7  vols.  3.J.  6d, 
each : — 

I. — History  of  the  Thirty  Years' 
War. 

II. — History  of  the  Revolt  in  the 
Netherlands,  the  Trials  of 
Counts Egmont  and  Horn, 
the  Siege  of  Antwerp,  and 
the  Disturbances  in  France 
preceding  the  Reign  01 
Henry  IV. 

III.— Don  Carlos,  Mary  Stuart, 
Maid  of  Orleans,  Bride  of 
Messina,  together  with  the 
Use  of  the  Chorus  in 
Tragedy  (a  short  Essay). 
These  Dramas  are  all 
translated  in  metre. 

IV.— Robbers  ( with  Schiller's 
original  Preface),  Fiesco, 
Love  and  Intrigue,  De- 
metrius, Ghost  Seer,  Sport 
of  Divinity. 

The    Dramas    in    this 
volume  are  translated  into 
Prose. 
V. — Poems. 

VI.  — Essays, ^Esthetical and  Philo- 
sophical 
VII. — Wallenstein's    Camp,    Pic- 
colomini    and    Death    of 
Wallenstein,  Wiliiam  Tell. 

SCHILLER  and  GOETHE. 
Correspondence  between,  from 
A.D.  1794-1805.  Translated  by 
L.  Dora  Schmitz.  2  vols.  3*.  6d. 
each. 

SCHLEGEL'S  (F.)  Lectures  on 
the  Philosophy  of  Life  and  the 
Philosophy  ol  Language.  Trans- 
lated by  the  Rev.  A.  J.  W.  Mor- 
rison, M.A.     3 j.  6d. 

Lectures  on  the  History  of 

Literature,  Ancient  and  Modern. 
Translated  from  the  German.  3 5.6a. 

Lectures  on  the  Philosophy 

of  History.     Translated  by  J.  B. 
Ivjbsrtson.     2s-  &d. 


Contained  in  BoJiris  Libraries. 
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SCHLEGEL'S  Lectures  on 
Modern  History,  together  with 
the  Lectures  entitled  Qesar  and 
Alexander,  and  The  Beginning  of 
our  History.  Translated  by  L. 
Purcell  and  R.  II.  Whitetock. 
jr.  6rf. 

Esthetic  and  Miscellaneous 

"Works.       Translated    by   E.    J. 
Millingtcn.     3*.  6d. 

SCHLEGEL'S  (A.  W.)  Lectures 
on  Dramatic  Art  and  Litera- 
ture. Translated  by  J.  Black. 
Revised  Edition,  by  the  Rev. 
A.  J.  W.  Morrison,  M.A.  3.J.  6a. 

SCHOPENHAUER  on  the  Four- 
fold Root  of  the  Principle  of 
Sufficient  Reason,  and  On  the 
Will  in  Nature.  Translated  by 
Madame  Hillebrand.     $s. 

Essays.  Selected  and  Trans- 
lated. With  a  Biographical  Intro- 
duction and  Sketch  of  his  Philo- 
sophy, by  E.  Belfort  Bax.     5;. 

SCHOUW'S  Earth,  Plants,  and 
Man.  Translated  by  A.  Heufrey. 
With  coloured  Map  of  the  Geo- 
graphy of  Plants.     5*. 

SCHUMANN  (Robert).  His  Life 
and  Works,  by  August  Reissmann. 
Translated  by  A.  L.  Alger.   3J.  6d. 

Early  Letters.  Originally  pub- 
lished by  his  Wife.  Translated 
by  May  Herbert.  With  a  Preface 
by  Sir  George  Grove,  D.C.L. 
35.  6d. 

SENECA  on  Benefits.  Newly- 
translated  by  A.  Stewart,  M.A. 
y.  6d. 

Minor  Essays  and  On  Clem- 
ency. Translated  by  A.  Stewart, 
M.A.     5*. 

SHAKESPEARE  DOCU- 
MENTS. Arranged  by  D.  H. 
Lambert,  B.A.     3*.  6d. 


SHAKESPEARE'S  Dramatic 
Art.  The  History  and  Character 
of  Shakespeare's  Plays.  By  Dr. 
Hermann  Ulrici.  Translated  by 
L.  Dora  Schmiti.  2  vols.  y.  6a. 
each. 

SHAKESPEARE  (William).  A 
Literary  Biography  by  Karl  Elze, 
Ph.D.,  LL.D.  Translated  by 
L.  Dora  Schanitz.     $s. 

SHARPE  (S.)  The  History  of 
Egypt,  from  the  Earliest  Times 
till  the  Conquest  by  the  Arabs, 
A.D.  640.  By  Samuel  Sharpe. 
2  Maps  and  upwards  of  400  Illus- 
trative Woodcuts.  2  vols.  5-r.  each. 

SHERIDAN'S  Dramatic  Works, 
Complete.  With  Life  by  G.  G.  S. 
3*.  6d. 

SISMONDI'S  History  of  the 
Literature  of  the  South  01 
Europe.  Translated  by  Thomas 
Roscoe.     2  vols.     35,  6d.  each. 

SMITH'S  Synonyms  and  An- 
tonyms, or  Kindred  Words  and 
their  Opposites.  Revised  Edi- 
tion.    5^. 

Synonyms    Discriminated. 

A  Dictionary  of  Synonymous 
Words  in  the  English  Language, 
showing  the  Accurate  signification 
of  words  of  similar  meaning. 
Edited  by  the  B.ev.  H.  Percy 
Smith,  M.A.     6s. 

SMITH'S  (Adam)  The  Wealth  of 
Nations.  Edited  by  E.  Belfort 
Bax.     2  vols.     3*.  6d.  each. 

Theory  of  Moral  Sentiments. 

With  a  Memoir  of  the  Author  by 
Dugald  Stewart.     3*.  6d. 

SMYTH'S  (Professor)  Lectures 
on  Modern  History.  2  vols. 
3*.  6d.  each. 

Lectures    on    the    French 

Revolution.   2  vols.   3*.  6d.  each. 

[  Vol.  I.  out  of  print. 
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SMITH'S  (  Pye )  Geology  and 
Scripture.     2nd  Edition.     $s. 

SMOLLETT'S  Adventures  01 
Roderick  Random.  With  short 
Memoir  and  Bibliography,  and 
Cruikshank's  Illustrations.    %s.  6d. 

Adventures    of    Peregrine 

Pickle.  With  Bibliography  and 
Cruikshank's  Illustrations.  2  vols. 
35.  6d.  each. 

The  Expedition  of  Hum- 
phry Clinker.  With  Bibliography 
and     Cruikshank's    Illustrations. 

SOCRATES  (surnamed  'Scholas- 
ticus ').  The  Ecclesiastioal  His- 
toryof(A.D. 305-445).  Translated 
from  the  Greek.     5*. 

SOPHOCLES,  The  Tragedies  01. 
A  New  Prose  Translation,  with 
Memoir,  Notes,  &c,  by  E.  P. 
Coleridge,  M.A.     5*. 

SOTJTHEY'3  Life  of  Nelson. 
With  Portraits,  Plans,  and  up- 
wards of  50  Engravings  on  Steel 
and  Wood.     5*. 

Life  of  Wesley,  and  the  Rise 

and  Progress  of  Methodism.     $s. 

Robert  Southey.    The  Story 

of  his  Life  written  in  his  Letters. 
Edited  by  John  Dennis.     3s.  6a\ 

SOZOMEN'S  Ecclesiastical  His- 
tory. Translated  from  the  Greek. 
Together  with  the  Ecclesiasti- 
cal History  of  Philostok- 
hius,  as  epitomised  by  Photius. 
Translated  by  Rev.  E.  Walford, 
M.A.     5<. 

SPINOZA'S  Chief  Works.  Trans- 
lated, with  Introduction.byR.H.M. 
Elwes.     2  vols.    $s.  each. 

STANLEY'S  Classified  Synopsis 
of  the  Principal  Painters  of  the 
Dutch  and  Flemish  Schools. 
By  George  Stanley.     5*. 


STAUNTON'S  Chess -Player's 
Handbook.     5^. 

Chess  Praxis.    A  Supplement 

to  the  Chess-player's  Handbook. 

Chess  -player's  Companion. 

Comprising  a  Treatise  on  Odds, 
Collection  of  Match  Games,  and 
a  Selection  of  Original  Problems. 
Ss. 

Chess  Tournament  of  1851. 

With  Introduction  and  Notes.   5.*. 

STOCKHARDT'S  Experimental 
Chemistry.  Edited  by  C.  W. 
Heaton,  F.C.S.     5.?. 

STOWE  (Mrs.H.B.)  Uncle  Tom's 
Cabin.     Illustrated.     3.?.  6/i. 

STRABO'S  Geography.  Trans- 
lated by  W.  Falconer,  M.A., 
and  H.  C.  Hamilton.  3  vols. 
$s.  each. 

STRICKLAND'S  (Agnes)  Lives 
of  the  Queens  of  England,  from 
the  Normnn  Conquest.  Revised 
Edition.  With  6  Portraits.  6  vols. 
5;.  each. 

Life  of  Mary  Queen  of  Scots. 

2  vols.     $s.  each. 

Lives  of  the  Tudor  and  Stuart 

Princesses.    With  Portraits.     5*. 

STUART  and  REVETT'S  Anti- 
quities of  Athens,  and  other 
Monuments  of  Greece.  With  71 
Plates  engraved  on  Steel,  and 
numerous  Woodcut  Capitals.     $s. 

SUETONIUS'  Lives  of  the  Twelve 
Caesars  and  Lives  of  the  Gram- 
marians. Thomson's  translation, 
revised  by  T.  Forester.     $s. 

SWIFT'S  Prose  Works.  Edited 
by  Temple  Scott.  With  a  Bio- 
graphical Introduction  by  the  Right 
Hon.   W.    E.    H.   Lecky,    M.P. 


Contained  in  Bonn's  Libraries. 
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With    Portraits    and    Facsimiles. 

12  vols.  $s.  each. 
I.— A  Tale  of  a  Tub,  The  Battle 
of  the  Books,  and  other 
early  works.  Edited  by 
Temple  Scott.  With  a 
Biographical  Introduction 
by  W.  E.  H.  Lecky. 

II.— The  Journal  to  Stella.  Edited 
by  Frederick  E.yland,M.A. 
With  2  Portraits  and  Fac- 
simile. 
III.&  IV. — Writings  on  Religion  and 
the  Church. 

V. — Historical   and     Political 

Tracts  (English). 
VI. — The  Drapier's   Letters. 
With  facsimiles  of  Wood's 
Coinage,  &c. 
VII. — Historical      and       Political 
Tracts  (Irish). 
VIII.— Gulliver's  Travels.      Edited 
by  G.   R.   Dennis,  B.A. 
With  Portrait  and  Maps. 

IX. — Contributions  to  Periodicals. 
X. — Historical  Writings. 

XI. — Literary  Essays. 
XII.— Full  Index  and  Biblio- 
graphy, with  Essays  on 
the  Portraits  of  Swift  by 
Sir  Frederick  Falkiner, 
and  on  the  Relations  be- 
ween  Swift  and  Stella 
by  the  Very  Rev.  Dean 
Bernard. 

TACITUS.  The  Works  of.  Liter- 
ally  translated.     2  vols.    5.?.  each. 

TASSO'S  Jerusalem  Delivered. 
Translated  into  English  Spenserian 
Verse  by  J.  H.  Wiffen.  With  8 
Engravings  on  Steel  and  24  Wood- 
cuts by  Thurston.     55. 

TAYLOR'S  ( Bishop  Jeremy ) 
Holy  Living  and.  Dying.  3.J.  6d. 

TEN  BRINK.— See  Brink. 

TERENCE  and  PH51DRUS. 
Literally  translated  byll.  T.  Riley, 
M.A.  To  which  is  added,  Smart's 
Metrical  Version  of  Ph^drus.    5;. 


THEOCRITUS,  BION,  MOS- 
CHUS,  and  TYRTSIUS.  Liter- 
ally translated  by  the  Rev.  J. 
Banks,  M.A.  To  which  are  ap- 
pended the  Metrical  Versions  of 
Chapman.     5*. 

THEODORET  and  EVAGRIUS. 
Histories  of  the  Church  from  A.D. 
332  to  A.D.  427  ;  and  from  A.D. 
431  to  A. D.  544.    Translated.     5s. 

THIERRY'S  History  of  the 
Conquest  of  England  by  the 
Normans.  Translated  by  Wil- 
liam Hazlitt.  2  vols.  3-r.  6rf.  each. 

THUCYDJJDES.  The  Pelopcn- 
nesian  War.  Literally  translated 
by  the  Rev.  H.  Dale.  2  vols. 
3s.  6J.  each. 

An  Analysis  and  Summary 

of.     By  J.  T.  Wheeler.     5*. 

THUDICHUM  (J.  L.  W.)  A  Trea- 
tise on  Wines.    Illustrated.     $s. 

URE'S  (Dr.  A.)  Cotton  Manufac- 
ture of  Great  Britain.  Edited 
by  P.  L.  Simmonds.  2  vols.  5/. 
each. 

Philosophy  of  Manufactures. 

Edited  by  P.  L.  Simmonds.  Js.  6d. 

VASARI'S  Lives  of  the  most 
Eminent  Painters,  Sculptors, 
and  Architects.  Translated  by 
Mrs.  J.  Foster,  with  a  Commen- 
tary by  J.  P.  Richter,  Ph.D.  6 
vols.     3*.  6d.  each. 

VIRGIL.  A  Literal  Prose  Trans- 
lation  by  A.  Hamilton  Bryce, 
LLD.     With  Portrait     3s.  6d. 

VOLTAIRE'S  Tales.  Translated 
by  R.  B.  Boswell.  Containing 
Bebouc,  Memnon,  Candide,  L'ln- 
genu,  and  other  Tales.     3:.  6d. 

WALTON'S  Complete  Angler. 
Edited  by  Edward  Jesse.  With 
Portrait  and  203  Engravings  on 
Wood  and  26  Engravings  on 
Steel.     5-r. 
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An  Alphabetical  List  of  Books. 


WALTON'S  Lives  of  Donne, 
Hooker,  &d.  New  Edition  re- 
vised by  A.  H.  Bullen,  with  a 
Memoir  of  Izaak  Walton  by  Wm. 
Dowling.  With  numerous  Illus- 
trations.    $s. 

WELLINGTON,  Life  of.  By  '  An 
Old  Soldier.'  From  the  materials 
of  Maxwell.  With  Index  and  18 
S'eel  Engraving'.      5*. 

Victories  of.    See  Maxwell. 

WERNER'S  Templars  In 
Cyprus.  Translated  by  E.  A.  M. 
Lewis.     3<r.  6d. 

WESTROPP  (H.  M.)  A  Hand- 
book of  Archaeology,  Egyptian, 
Greek,  Etruscan,  Roman.  Illus- 
trated.    5j. 

WHEATLEY'S  A  Rational  Illus- 
tration of  the  Book  of  Common 
Prayer.     3^.  6d. 

WHITES  Natural  History  01 
Selborne.  With  Notes  by  Sir 
William  Jardine.  Edited  by  Ed- 
ward Jesse.  With  40  Portraits 
and  coloured  Plates.     5*. 


WIESELER'S  Chronological 
Synopsis  of  the  Four  Gospels. 
Translated  by  the  Rev.  Canon 
Venables.     35.  6d. 

WILLI  iMofMALME  SBURY'S 
Chronicle  of  the  Kings  of  Eng- 
land. Translated  by  the  Rev.  J. 
Shirpe.  Edited  by  J.  A.  Giles, 
D.C.L.     5^. 

XENOPEON'S  Works.  Trans- 
lated by  the  Rev.  J.  S.  Watson, 
M.A.,  and  the  Rev.  H.  Dale.  In 
3  vols.     5*.  each. 

YOUNG  (Arthur).  Travels  in 
France  during  the  years  1787, 
1783,  and  1789.  Edited  by 
M.  Betham  Edwards.     $s.  6d. 

Tour  In  Ireland,  with 

General  Observations  on  the  state 
of  the  country  during  the  years 
1776  -  79.  Edited  by  A.  W. 
Hutton.  With  Complete  Biblio- 
graphy by  J.  P.  Anderson,  and 
Map.     2  vols.     3^.  6d.  each. 

YULE-TIDE  STORIES.  A  Col- 
lection of  Scandinavian  and  North- 
German  Popular  Tales  and  Tra- 
ditions.   Edited  by  B.  Thorpe.  $s. 


BOHN'S  LIBRARIES. 


A  SPECIAL  OFFER. 

MESSRS.  BELL  have  made  arrangements  to  supply  selections 
of  100  or  50  volumes  from  these  famous  Libraries,  for  ^n  lis.  or 
£6  6s.  net  respectively.  The  volumes  may  be  selected  without 
any  restriction  from  the  full  List  of  the  Libraries,  now  numbering 
nearly  800  volumes. 

WRITE   FOR   FULL   PARTICULARS. 


THE  YORK    LIBRARY 

A  NEW  SERIES  OF  REPRINTS  ON  THIN  PAPER. 

With  specially  designed  title-pages,  binding,  and  endpapers. 

Fcap.  8vo.  in  cloth,  2s.  net  ; 
In  leather,  3s.  net. 

'  The  Yoik  Library-  is  noticeable  by  reason  of  the  wisdom  and  intelli- 
gence displayed  in  the  choice  of  unhackneyed  classics.  ...  A  most 
attractive  series  of  reprints.  .  .  .  The  size  and  style  of  the  volumes  are 
exactly  what  they  should  be.' — Bookman. 

The  following  volumes  are  now  ready  : 

CHARLOTTE  BRONTE'S  JANE  EYRE. 

BURNEY'S    EVELINA.       Edited,   with   an    Introduction   and 

Notes,  by  Annie  Raine  Ellis. 

BURNEY'S  CECILIA.    Edited  by  Annie  Raine  Ellis.   2  vols. 

BURTON'S  ANATOMY  OF  MELANCHOLY.  Edited  by  the 
Rev.  A.  R.  Shilleto,  M.A.,  with  Introduction  by  A.  H.  Bullen.  3  vols. 

BURTON'S  (SIR  RICHARD)  PILGRIMAGE  TO  AL- 
MADINAH  AND  MECCAH.  With  Introduction  by  Stanley  Lane- 
Poole.     2  vols. 

CALVERLEY.  THE  IDYLLS  OF  THEOCRITUS,  with  the 
Eclogues  of  Virgil.  Translated  into  English  Verse  by  C.  S.  Calverley. 
With  an  Introduction  by  R.  Y.  Tyrrell,  Litt.D. 

CERVANTES'  DON  QUIXOTE.  Motteux's  Translation,  re- 
vised.   With  Lockh art's  Life  and  Notes.     2  vols. 

CLASSIC  TALES  :  Johnson's  Rasselas,  Goldsmith's  Vicar 
of  Wakefield,  Sterne's  Sentimental  Journey,  Walpole's 
Castle  of  Otranto.     With  Introduction  by  C.  S.  Fearenside,  M.A. 

COLERIDGE'S  AIDS  TO  REFLECTION,  and  the  Confessions 

of  an  Inquiring  Spirit. 

COLERIDGE'S  FRIEND.  A  series  of  Essays  on  Morals, 
Politics,  and  Religion. 

COLERIDGE'S  TABLE  TALK  AND  OMNIANA.  Arranged 
and  Edited  by  T.  Ashe,  B.A. 

COLERIDGE'S  LECTURES  AND  NOTES  ON  SHAKE- 
SPEARE, and  other  English  Poets.     Edited  by  T.  Ashe,  B.A. 

DRAPER'S  HISTORY  OF  THE  INTELLECTUAL  DE- 
VELOPMENT OF  EUROPE.     2  vols. 

EBERS'  AN   EGYPTIAN    PRINCESS.     Translated  by  E.  S. 

BUCHHEIM. 

GEORGE  ELIOT'S  ADAM  BEDE. 

EMERSON'S  WORKS.  A  new  edition  in  5  volumes,  with  the 
Text  edited  and  collated  by  George  Sampson, 

FIELDING'S  TOM  JONES  (2  vols.),  AMELIA (1  vol.),  JOSEPH 

ANDREWS  (1  vol.). 
GASKELL'S  SYLVIA'S  LOVERS. 


The  York  Library— continued. 

GESTA  ROMANORUM,  or  Entertaining  Moral  Stories  in- 
vented by  the  Monks.  Translated  from  the  Latin  by  the  Rev.  CHARLES 
Swan.     Revised  edition,  by  Wvnnard  Hooper,  M.A. 

GOETHE'S  FAUST.  Translated  by  Anna  Swanwick,  LL.D. 
Revised  edition,  with  an  Introduction  and  Bibliography  by  Karl  Breul, 
Litt.D.,  Ph.D. 

GOETHE'S  POETRY  AND  TRUTH  FROM  MY  OWN  LIFE. 

Translated  by  M.  Steele-Smith,  with  Introduction  and  Bibliography  by 
Karl  Breul,  Litt.D. 

HAWTHORNE'S  TRANSFORMATION  (The  Marble  Faun). 

HOOPER'S  WATERLOO  :  THE  DOWNFALL  OF  THE 
FIRST  NAPOLEON.     With  Maps  and  Plans. 

IRVING'S  SKETCH  BOOK. 

IRVING'S  BRACEBRIDGE  HALL,  OR  THE  HUMOURISTS. 

JAMESON'S    SHAKESPEARE'S    HEROINES. 

LAMB'S  ESSAYS.  Including  the  Essays  of  Elia,  Last  Essays 
of  Elia,  and  Eliana. 

MARCUS   AURELIUS    ANTONINUS,   THE    THOUGHTS 

OF.      Translated  by  George  Long,   M.A.      With  an  Essay  on  Marcus 
Aurelius  by  Matthew  Arnold. 

MARRYAT'S  MR.  MIDSHIPMAN  EASY  With  8  Illustra- 
trations.     i  vol.     PETER  SIMPLE.     With  8  Illustrations,     i  vol. 

MIGNET'S  HISTORY  OF  THE  FRENCH  REVOLUTION, 
from  1789  to  1814. 

MONTAIGNE'S  ESSAYS.  Cotton's  translation.  Revised  by 
W.  C.  Hazlitt.     3  vols. 

MOTLEY'S  RISE  OF  THE   DUTCH    REPUBLIC.      With  a 

Biographical  Introduction  by  Moncure  D.  Conway.    3  vols. 

PASCAL'S    THOUGHTS.       Translated   from   the   Text   of  M. 

Auguste  Molinier  by  C.  Kegan  Paul.     Third  edition. 

PLUTARCH'S  LIVES.  Translated,  with  Notes  and  a  Life  by 
Aubrey  Stewart,  M.A.,  and  George  Long,  M.A.    4  vols. 

RANKE'S  HISTORY  OF  THE  POPES,  during  the  Last  Four 
Centuries.     Mrs.  Foster's  translation.    Revised  by  G.  R.  Dennis.    3  vols. 

SWIFT'S  GULLIVER'S  TRAVELS.  Edited,  with  Introduction 
and  Notes,  by  G.  R.  Dennis,  with  facsimiles  of  the  original  illustrations. 

SWIFTS  JOURNAL  TO  STELLA.  Edited,  with  Introduction 
and  Notes,  by  F.  Ryland,  M.A. 

TROLLOPE'S  BARSETSHIRE  NOVELS.— THE  WARDEN 
(1  vol.),  BARCHESTER  TOWERS  (1  vol.),  DR.  THORNE  (1  vol.), 
FRAMLEY  PARSONAGE  (1  vol.),  SMALL  HOUSE  AT  ALLING- 
TON  (2  vols.),  LAST  CHRONICLE  OF  BARSET  (2  vols.). 

VOLTAIRE'S  ZADIG  AND  OTHER  TALES.  Translated  by 
R.  Bruce  Boswell. 

ARTHUR  YOUNG'S  TRAVELS  IN  FRANCE,  during  the 
years  1787,  1788,  and  1789.  Edited  with  Introduction  and  Notes,  by  M. 
Betham  Edwards. 

Other   Volumes  are  in  Preparation. 


MASTERS 

OF 

LITERATURE 

Crown  Sz'o.  3^.  6d.  net. 


THIS  Series  aims  at  giving  in  a  handy  volume  the 
finest  passages  from  the  writings  of  the  greatest  authors. 
Each  volume  is  edited  by  a  well-known  scholar,  and 
contains  representative  selections  connected  by  editorial 
comments.  The  Editor  also  contributes  a  lengthy 
Introduction,  biographical  and  literary.  A  Portrait 
will  be  included  in  each  volume. 


First  List  of  Volumes  ; 

SCOTT.     By  Professor  A.  J.   Grant. 
THACKERAY.     By  G.   K.  Chesterton. 
FIELDING.     By  Professor  Saintsbury. 
CARLYLE.     By  the  Rev.  A.   W.  Evans. 
DEFOE.     By  John  Masefield. 
DICKENS.     By  Thomas  Seccombe. 
DE  QUINCEY.     By  Sidney  Low. 
EMERSON.     By  G.   H.   Perris. 
HAZLITT.     By  E.  V.  Lucas. 
STERNE.     By  Dr.  Sidney  Lee. 


BELL'S   HANDBOOKS 


OF 


THE    GREAT    MASTERS 

IN   PAINTING  AND  SCULPTURE. 

Edited  ey  G.  C.  WILLIAMSON,  Litt.D. 

NEW  AND  CHEAPER  REISSUE. 

Post  8vo.  With  40  Illustrations  and  Photogravure  Frontispiece,  p.  Cd.  net  each. 


The  following  Volumes  have  been  issued  : 
POTTICELLI.     By  A.  Streeter.     2nd  Edition. 
BRUNELLESCHI.    By  Leader  Scott. 
CORREGGIO.     By  Selwyn  Brinton,  M.A.     2nd  Edition. 
CARLO    CRIVELLI.      By  G.  McNeil  Rushforth,  M.A. 
DELLA  ROBBIA.     By  the  Marchesa  Burlamacchi.     2nd  Edition. 
ANDREA  DEL  SARTO.     By  H.  Guinness.    2nd  Edition. 
DONATELLO.     By  Hope  Rea.     2nd  Edition. 
GERARD  DOU.     By  Dr.  W.  Martin.     Translated  by  Clara  Bell. 
GAUDENZIO  FERRARI.     By  Ethel  Halsey. 
FRANCIA.     By  George  C.  Williamson,  Litt.D. 
GIORGIONE.    By  Hereebt  Cook,  M.A. 
GIOTTO.    By  F.  Mason  Perkins. 
FRANS  HALS.     By  Gerald  S.  Davies,  M.A. 

BERNARDINO  LUINI.  By  George  C.  Williamson,  Litt.D.   3rd  Edition. 
LEONARDO  DA  VINCI.     By  Edward  McCurdy,  M.A. 
MANTEGNA.     By  Maud  Cruttwell. 
MEMLINC.     By  W.  H.  James  Weale. 
MICHEL  ANGELO.      By  Lord   Ronald  Sutherland  Gower.    M.A., 

F.S.A. 
PERUGINO.     By  G.  C.  Williamson,  Litt.D.     2nd  Edition. 
PIERO  DELLA  FRANCESCA.     By  W.  G.  Waters,  M.A. 
PINTORICCHIO.     By  Evelyn  March  Phillipps. 
RAPHAEL.     By  H.  Strachey.     2nd  Edition. 
REMBRANDT.     By  Malcolm  Bell.    2nd  Edition. 
RUBENS.     By  Hope  Rea. 

LUCA  SIGNORELLI.    By  Maud  Cruttwell.     2nd  Edition. 
SODOMA.    By  the  Contessa  Lorenzo  Priuli-Bon. 
TINTORETTO.    By  J.  B.  Stoughton  Holborn,  M.A. 
VAN  DYCK.     By  Lionel  Cust,  M.V.O.,  F.S.A. 
VELASQUEZ.     By  R.  A.  M.  Stevenson.    3rd  Edition. 
WATTEAU.     By  Edgcumbe  Staley,  B.A. 
WILKIE.    By  Lord  Ronald  Sutherland  Gower,  M.A.,  F.S.A. 
Write  for  III  a '1  rated  Pre:/, 
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New  Editions,  fcap.  8vc.  2*.  6a.  each  net. 

THE    ALDINE    EDITION 


BRITISH     POETS. 

'  This  excellent  edition  of  the  English  classics,  with  their  complete  texts  and 
scholarly  introductions,  are  something  very  different  from  the  cheap  volumes  of 
extracts  which  are  jnst  now  so  much  too  common.' — St.  James's  Gazette. 

'  An  excellent  series.    Small,  handy,  and  complete.' — Saturday  Review. 


Edited  by  W.  M.  Rossetti. 
Edited  by  G.  A.  Aitken. 

Edited  by  R.  B.  Johnson. 


Blake. 
Bums. 

3  vols. 

Butler. 

2  vols. 

Campbell.  Edited  by  His  Son- 
in-law,  the  Rev.  A.  W.  HilL  With 
Memoir  by  W.  Allingham. 

Chatterton.  Edited  by  the  Rev. 
W.  W.  Skeat,  M.A.    2  vols. 

Chaucer.  Edited  by  Dr.  R.  Morris, 
with  Memoir  by  Sir  H.  Nicolas.  6  vols. 

Churchill.  Edited  by  Jas.  Hannay. 

2  vols. 
Coleridge.     Edited  by    T.  Ashe, 

B.A.    2  vols. 

Collins.       Edited    by    W.    Moy 

Thomas. 
Cowper.    Edited  by  John  Bruce, 

F.S.A.    3  vols. 

Dryden.  Edited  by  the  Rev.  R. 
Hooper,  M.A.    5  vols. 

Goldsmith.  Revised  Edition  by 
Austin  Dobson.    With  Portrait, 

Gray.  Edited  by  J.  Bradshaw, 
LL.D. 

Herbert.  Edited  by  the  Rev.  A.  B. 
Grosait. 

Herriok.  Edited  by  George 
Saintsbury.    2  vols. 

Keats.    Edited  by  the   late  Lord 

Houghton. 

B  trite    White.      Edited,    with    a 

Memoir,  by  Sir  H.  Hicolas. 


Milton.  Edited  by  Dr.  Bradshaw. 
2  vols. 

Parnell.    Edited  by  G.  A.  Aitken. 

Pope.     Edited  by  G.  R.  Dennis. 

With  Memoir  by  John  Dennis.    3  vols. 

Prior.    Edited  by  R.  B.  Johnson. 

2  vols. 

Raleigh  and  Wotton.  With  Se- 
lections from  the  Writings  of  other 
COURTLY  POETS  from  1540  to  1650. 
Edited  by  Ven.  Archdeacon  Hannah, 
D.C.L. 

Rogers.    Edited  by  Edward  Bell, 

M.A. 

Scott.  Edited  by  John  Dennis. 
5  vols. 

Shakespeare's  Poems.    Edited  by 

Rev.  A.  Dyce. 

Shelley.  Edited  by  H.  Bnxton 
Forman.    5  vols. 

Spenser.  Edited  by  J.  Payne  Col- 
lier.   5  vols. 

Surrey.    Edited  by  J.  Yeowell. 

Swift.  Edited  by  the  Rev.  J. 
Mitford.    3  vols. 

Thomson.    Edited  by  the  Rev.  D. 

C.  Tovey.    2  vols. 
V  a  u  g  h  a  n.    Sacred  Poems  and 

Pious  Ejaculations.      Edited   by  the 

Rev.  H.  Lyte. 

Wordsworth.  Edited  by  Prof. 
Dowden.    7  vols. 

Wyatt.    Edited  by  J.  leoweil. 

Young  2  vols.  Edited  by  the 
Rev.  J.  Mitfvd. 


THE    ALL-ENGLAND    SERIES. 

HANDBOOKS  OF  ATHLETIC   GAMES. 

•  The  best  instruction  on  games  and  sports  by  the  best  authorities,  at  the  lowest 
prices.' — Oxford,  Magazine. 

Small  8vo.  cloth,  Illustrated.    Price  Is.  each. 


Cricket.    By  Feed  C.  Holland. 
Cricket.    By  the  Hon.  and  Bev. 

E.  Lyttelton. 
Croquet.    By  Lieut. -Col.  the  Hon. 

H.  C.  Nkedham. 
Lawn   Tenni3.     By   H.  W.   W. 

Wilberforce.     With  a  Chapter  for 
Ladies,  by  Mrs.  Hili.yaed. 
Squash  Tennis.    By  .eustace  H. 
Miles.    Double  vol.    2s. 

Tennis  and  Rackets  and  Fives. 

By  Julian  Marshall,  Major  J.  Si-ens, 

and  Rev.  J.  A.  Arnan  Tait. 
Golf.      By    H.    S.    C.    Evkbabd. 

Double  vol.    2s. 
Rowing  and  Sculling.     By  Guy. 

Rixon. 
Rowing  and  Sculling.    By  W.  B. 

WOODGATE. 

Sailing.ByE.F.KsiGHT.dbl.vol.  2a. 
Swimming.    By  Mabtin  and  J. 

RACSTEB  COBDEIT. 

Camping  out.    By  A.  A.  Maodon- 

ell.    Double  vol.    2s. 
Canoeing.    By  Dr.  J.  D.  Haywabd. 

Double  vol.    2s. 
Mountaineering.     By  Dr.  Claude 

Wilson.    Double  vol.    2s. 
Athletics.    By  H.  H.  Gbifein. 
Riding.     By   W.  A.  Eekb,    V.O. 

Double  vol.    2s. 
Ladies' Riding.  By  WA.Kebb.V.O. 
Boxinff.  By  R.  G.  Allanson-Winn. 
With  Prefatory  Note  by  Bat  Mullins. 


Fencing.    By  H. A.  Colmobs  Dunn. 

Cycling.  ByH.H.GBiPFiN.L.A.C., 
N.C.U.,  O.T.O.  With  a  Chapter  for 
Ladies,  by  Miss  Agnes  Woor.  Double 
vol.     23. 

Wrestling.     By  Walteb  Abm- 

strong.    New  Edition. 
Broadsword     and     Singlestick. 

By  R.  Q.  Allanson-Winn  and  0.  Phil- 

lipps-Wolley. 
Gymnastics.     By  A.  F.   Jenkin. 

Double  vol.  2s. 

Gymnastic  Competition  and  Dis- 

play  Exercises.      Compiled  by 

F.  Graf. 
Indian  Clubs.    By  G.  T.  B.  Cob- 

bett  and  A.  P.  Jenkin. 
Dumb-bells.    By  F.  Gbajt. 
Football  —  Rugby    Game.      By 

Harp.t  Vassaix. 
Football — Association  Game.  By 

0.  W.  Alcock.    Revised  Edition. 
Hockey.      By    F.    S.    Creswell. 

New  Edition. 
Skating.     By     Douglas     Adams. 

With  a  Chapter  for  Ladies,  by  Miss  L. 

Cheetham,  and  a  Chapter  on  Speed 

Skating1,  by  a  Fen  Skater.  Dbl.  vol.  2s. 
Baseball.    By  Newton  Cbane. 
Rounders,  Fieldball,  Bowls, 

Quoits,   Curling,  Skittles,    &o. 

By  J.  M.  Walker  and  C.  C.  Moxt. 
Dancing.      By   Edward    Scott. 

Double  vol.    2s. 


THE    CLUB    SERIES    OF    CARD    AND    TABLE    GAMES. 
1  No  well-regulated  club  or  country  bouse  should  be  without  this  useful  series  of 
books.*— Globe.       Small  gvo#  doth>  TUllstrated.     Price  Is.  each. 


Bridge.    By 'Templar.' 
Whist.    By  Dr.  Wm.  Pole,  F.R.S. 
Solo  Whist.  By  Robebt  F.  Gbeen. 
Billiards.     By  Major-Gen.  A.  W. 

Dratson,  F.R.A.S.     With  a  Preface 

by  W.  J.  Peall. 
Hints    on    Billiards.      By  J.  P. 

Bcckanan.     Double  vol.     2s. 
Chess.    By  Kobert  F.  Gbeen. 
The  Two-Move  Chess  Problem. 

By  B.  (}.  Laws. 
Chess  Openings.  By  I.  Gunsbebg. 
Draughts  and  Backgammon. 

By  '  Bkrkbi  ky.* 
Reversl  and  Oo  Bang. 

By  '  Bhbkxlky.' 


Dominoes  and  Solitaire. 

By  '  Berkeley." 
Bezique  and  Cribbage. 

By '  Berkeley.* 
Ecarte  and  Euohre. 

By '  Berkeley.* 
Piquet  and  Rubicon  Piquet. 

By  '  BERKELEY.' 

Skat.    By  Louis  DrEHL. 

***  A  Skat  Scoring-book.    Is. 

Round  Games,  including  Poker, 
Napoleon,  Loo,  Virgt-et-un,  Ac,  i;y 
Baxter- Wray. 

Parlour  and  Playground  Games. 
2*7  Mi-2.  Lackesos  uoiius. 


BELL'S   CATHEDRAL  SERIES. 

Profusely  Illustrated,  cloth,  crown  8vo.   is.  6d.  net  each. 

ENGLISH  CATHEDRALS.  An  Itinerary  and  Description,  Compiled  by  James  G. 
Gilchrist,  A.M.,  M.D.  Revised  and  edited  with  an  Introduction  on  Cathedra? 
Architecture  by  the  Rev.  T.  Perkins,  M.A.,  F.R.A.S. 

BANGOR.    By  P.  B.  Ironside  Bax. 

BRISTOL.     By  H.  J.  L.  J.  Masse,  M.A. 

CANTERBURY.     By  Hartley  Withers.     5th  Edition. 

CARLISLE.     By  C.  King  Eley. 

CHESTER.     By  Charles  Hiatt.    3rd  Edition. 

CHICHESTER.    By  H.  C.  Corlette,  A.R.I.B.A.     2nd  Edition. 

DURHAM.     By  J.  E.  Bygate,  A.R.CA.     3rd  Edition. 

ELY.     By  Rev.  W.  D.  Sweeting,  M.A.     2nd  Edition. 

EXETER.    By  Percy  Addleshaw,  B.A.     2nd  Edition,  revised. 

GLOUCESTER.     By  H.  J.  L.  J.  Masse,  M.A.     3rd  Edition. 

HEREFORD.     By  A.  Hugh  Fisher,  A.R.E.     2nd  Edition,  revised. 

LICHFIELD.     By  A.  B.  Clifton.     2nd  Edition. 

LINCOLN.     By  A.  F.  Kendmck,  B.A.     3rd  Edition. 

LLANDAFF.     By  E.  C.  Morgan  Wit.lmott,  A.R.I  B.A. 

MANCHESTER.     By  Rev.  T.  Perkins,  M.A. 

NORWICH.     By  C.  H.  B.  Quennell.     2nd  Edition. 

OXFORD.     By  Rev.  Percy  Dearmer,  M.A.     2nd  Edition,  revised. 

PETERBOROUGH.     By  Rev.  W.  D.  Sweeting.    2nd  Edition,  revised. 

RIPON.     By  Cecil  Hallett,  B.A. 

ROCHESTER.     By  G.  H.  Palmer,  B.A.    2nd  Edition,  revised. 

ST.  ALBANS.    By  Rev.  T.  Perkins,  M.A. 

ST.  ASAPH.     By  P.  B.  Ironside  Bax. 

ST.  DAVID'S.     By  Philip  Robson,  A.R.I.B.A. 

ST.  PATRICK'S,  DUBLIN.    By  Rev.  J.  H.  Bernard,  M.A.,  D.D.    2nd  Edition. 

ST.  PAUL'S.     By  Rev.  Arthur  Dimock,  M.A.     3rd  Edition,  revised. 

ST.  SAVIOUR'S,  SOUTHWARK.    By  George  Worley. 

SALISBURY.     By  Gleeson  White.     3rd  Edition,  revised. 

SOUTHWELL.     By  Rev.  Arthur  Dimock,  M.A.    2nd  Edition,  revised. 

WELLS.    By  Rev.  Percy  Dearmer,  M.A.    3rd  Edition. 

WINCHESTER.     By  P.  W.  Sergeant.     3rd  Edition. 

WORCESTER.     By  E.  F.  Strange.    *nd  Edition. 

YORK.     By  A.  Clutton-Brock,  M.A.    3rd  Edition. 

Uniform  with  above  Series.    Now  ready,     is.  6d.  net  each. 
ST.    MARTIN'S    CHURCH,    CANTERBURY.      By  the   Rev.   Canon    Routlbdge, 

M.A.,  F.S.A. 
BEVERLEY  MINSTER.      By  Charles  Hiatt. 
WIMBORNE    MINSTER    and    CHRISTCHURCH    PRIORY.      By    the    Rev.   T. 

Perkins,  M.A. 
TEWKESBURY  ABBEY  AND  DEERHURST  PRIORY.    By  H.  J.  L.  J.  Masse,  M.A. 
BATH  ABBEY,  MALMESBURY  ABBEY,  and  BRADFORD-ON-AVON  CHURCH. 

By  Rev.  T.  Perkins,  M.A. 
WESTMINSTER  ABBEY.    By  Charles  Hiatt. 
THE  TEMPLE  CHURCH.     By  George  Worley. 
ST.  BARTHOLOMEW'S,  SMITHFIELD.     By  George  Worley. 
STRATFORD-ON-AVON  CHURCH.     By  Harold  Baker. 

BELL'S    HANDBOOKS    TO    CONTINENTAL    CHURCHES. 

Profusely  Illustrated.     Crown  8vo,  cloth,  2s.  6d.  net  each. 
AMIENS.     By  the  Rev.  T.  Perkins,  M.A. 
BAYEUX.     By  the  Rev.  R.  S.  Mylne. 

CHARTRES  :  The  Cathedral  and  Other  Churches.    By  H.  J.  L.  J.  Masse,  M.A. 
MONT  ST.  MICHEL.     By  H.  J.  L.  J.  Masse,  M.A. 
PARIS  (NOTRE-DAME).     By  Charles  Hiatt. 
ROUEN  :  The  Cathedral  and  Other  Churches.  By  the  Rev.  T.  Perkins,  M.A. 


The  Best  Practical  Working:  Dictionary  of  the 
English  Language. 

WEBSTER'S 

INTERNATIONAL 

DICTIONARY. 

2348  PAGES.       5000  ILLUSTRATIONS. 

NEW  EDITION,  REVISED  THROUGHOUT  WITH  A 

NEW  SUPPLEMENT  OF  25,000  ADDITIONAL 

WORDS  AND  PHRASES. 


The  Appendices  comprise  a  Pronouncing  Gazetteer  of  the  World, 
Vocabularies  of  Scripture,  Greek,  Latin,  and  English  Proper  Names, 
■a  Dictionary  of  the  Noted  Names  of  Fiction,  a  Brief  History  of  the 
English  Language,  a  Dictionary  of  Foreign  Quotations,  Words,  Phrases, 
Proverbs,  &c,  a  Biographical  Dictionary  with  10,000  names,  &c,  &c. 


Dr.  MURRAY,  Editor  of  the  '  Oxjord  English  Dictionary,'  says: — 'In  this  its 
latest  form,  and  with  its  large  Supplement  and  numerous  appendices,  it  is  a  wonderful 
volume,  which  well  maintains  its  ground  against  all  rivals  on  its  own  lines.  The  '  defini- 
tions,' or  more  properly,  'explanations  of  meaning'  in  'Webster'  have  always  struck  me 
as  particularly  terse  and  well-put ;  and  it  is  hard  to  see  how  anything  better  could  be 
done  within  the  limits.' 

Professor  JOSEPH  WRIGHT,  M.A.,  Ph.D.,  D.C.I...  LL.D.,  Editor  oj 
tlte  '  English  Dialect  Dictionary,'  says  : — '  The  new  edition  of  "Webster's  International 
Dictionary  "  is  undoubtedly  the  most  useful  and  reliable  work  of  its  kind  in  any  country. 
No  one  who  has  not  examined  the  work  carefully  would  believe  that  such  a  vast  amount 
of  lexicographical  information  could  possibly  be  found  within  so  small  a  compass.' 

Rev.  JOSEPH  WOOD,  D.D.,  Head  Master  oj  Harrow,  says  :— '  I  have  always 
thought  very  highly  of  its  merits.  Indeed,  I  consider  it  to  be  far  the  most  accurate 
Knghsh  Dictionary  in  existence,  and  much  more  reliable  than  the  "Century."  For 
daily  and  hourly  reference,  "  Webster  "  seems  to  me  unrivalled.' 

Prospectuses,  with  Prices  and  Specimen  Pages,  on  Application. 


WEBSTER'S  COLLEGIATE   DICTIONARY. 

The  Largest  and  Latest  Abridgment  of  'The  International.' 

Full  particulars  on  application. 


LONDON  :  GEORGE  BELL  &  SONS,  YORK  HOUSE, 

PORTUGAL  STREET,  W.C. 

50,000.  S.  &  S.  7.09. 
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